Alumni and Giving: A Study of Student Personnel Services and Alumni Philanthropy by McNulty, John William
Loyola University Chicago
Loyola eCommons
Dissertations Theses and Dissertations
1977
Alumni and Giving: A Study of Student Personnel
Services and Alumni Philanthropy
John William McNulty
Loyola University Chicago
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses and Dissertations at Loyola eCommons. It has been accepted for inclusion in
Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Loyola eCommons. For more information, please contact ecommons@luc.edu.
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial-No Derivative Works 3.0 License.
Copyright © 1977 John William McNulty
Recommended Citation
McNulty, John William, "Alumni and Giving: A Study of Student Personnel Services and Alumni Philanthropy" (1977). Dissertations.
Paper 1714.
http://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_diss/1714
ALUMNI AND GIVING: A STUDY Of STUDENT 
PERSOID~EL SERVICES AND ALUMNI PHILANT~~OPY 
by 
.John w. HcNulty 
A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the Graduate School of 
Loyola University of Chicago in Partial Fulfillment of the 
Requirements for the Degree ~f 
Docter uf Philosophy 
September 
1976 
PREFACE 
Loyola University of Chicago is an Illinois-not-for-profit cor-
poration founded by the Jesuits in Chicago in 1870 as Saint Ignatius 
College. It is the oldest university in Chicago. It is the largest 
Catholic institution of higher education (of 236) in this country. 
The University has five campuses including Lewis Towers, Lake Shore. 
Niles, the Medical Center, and the Rome Center. Loyola has 12 schools 
and 67 academic departments. There are 621 full-time faculty and 89 
Jesuits involved in the University's educational efforts. There are 
currently 14,575 students, 15 percent of whom are Protestant, and 6 per-
cent are Jewish. Loyola has a current operating budget of $77 million 
dollars. In fiscal year 1975, gifts from alumni, parents of students, 
friends, and corporations totaled $4,781,912. Loyola University of 
Chicago has 52,040 alumni, some of whom were subjects for this 
dissertation. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The history of the United States and its institutions of higher 
education have as a singular theme the unusual characteristic of volun-
tary support. Few other countries can point with success or pride to 
its major institutions with th2 kno\dedge that its finances ( ir.come tax 
collections), its safety (the military services), its government (demo-
cratic republic), and its laws (the Constitution) are all voluntarily 
supported by its citizens. 
Similarly the history of institutions of higher education began 
in this country with the church related private support of our colonial 
ancestors. From the founding of Harvard College in 1636 to the passage 
of the Harrill Act in 1862, colleges and universities in this countr;r 
received little or no support from governmental bodies. Today over 1500 
colleges and universities rece.ive trreir primary support from voluntary 
contributions of their students, alumni, faculty and friends. No other 
nation in the world so richly, yet voluntarily, gives support to its 
higher educational institutions than does the United States. 
But the romance appears to be over. 
Yet, while the value of philanthropy and voluntary organizations, 
their past and present achieveilients, is hardly questioned by 
Americans ... a major overall. conclusion of this Commission must 
be that there are profound ... shifts happening in the interrelated 
realms of voluntary organization and philanthropy ... 
1 
2 
The practical challenges are suggested by the stark fact that while 
many new organizations are being born in the voluntary sector, since 
1969 nearly 150 private colleges - representing one of the oldest 
and largest areas1of voluntary activity throughout American histo~y, have closed down. 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
The purpose of this study was to determine if there were charac-
teristics which distinguish college alumni donors from non-donors at 
Loyola University of Chicago. This research also investigated these two 
groups to determine if membership in college student personnel service 
sponsored activities effected either group with regard to their later 
charitable support. In addition, the two groups were compared to each 
other to determine if either had made greater use of college student 
personnel sponsored services while undergraduates. 
No other study, as reported in the current literature, has attempted 
to conduct such research, especially when examined in the background of 
the worst economic recession since the Great Depression oi the '30s. 
The rationale for this study was based on the following observation, 
Alumni ar:e Exhibit No. 1 of the achievements of independent higher 
education. Yet if they do not begin to open up their admittedly 
hard-pressed purses, they may soon be only melancholy testimonials 
to the failure of education to create or inspire a sense of respon-
sibility toward itself and witne~ses to the extinction of fu~erican 
private ini~iative in education.~ 
1c· . . A . ~v~ng 1n mer~ca, 
thropy and Public Needs, 
p. 10. 
Report of the Commission on Private Philan-
Chairman, John H. Filer (Hashington, D.C.: 1975), 
2Perry Laukhuff, "Do Alumni Care if Their ColJ.eges Fail?", Colle~ 
and University Business, (November, 1971), p. 1+4. 
--
4 
gram fur most institutions. Since education is labor intensive, this 
means paring course offerings, delaying programs and research, and cut-
ting or drastically reducing, non-necessary activities and personnel. 
Laukhuff has suggested that if each of the five and one-half million 
alumni who have never contributed to their alma maters would give an 
average $100, "the resulting $550,000,000 would about double the alumni 
giving •.. and would increase by nearly half the total support received by 
independent institutions". 6 
RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 
The following include the research hypotheses to be tested: 
1. It is hypothesized that there are no significant relationships 
between the following alumni characteristics and giving: 
a. age 
b. sex 
c. marital status 
d. family size 
e. degree award 
f. college 
g. time elapse since graduation 
h. undergraduate major 
i. religious affiliation 
J· employment 
k. income 
1. parents alumns of the university 
m. membership in alumni association 
n. other charitable contributions 
o. graduate degree 
6Laukhuf:f, "Do Alumni Care if The:i.r Colleges Fail?", p. 40. 
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2. It is hypothesized further that there .is no significant re-
lationship between participation in student personnel sponsored activi-
ties, listed below, as an undergraduate, and later financial support: 
a. academic organization 
b. social (Greek) fraternity or sorority 
c. professional fraternity or sorority 
d. other social organizations 
e. student publications 
f. student residence programs 
g. vocational organizations 
h. university sponsored intramural athletics 
i. university sponsored inter-collegiate athletics 
3. It is finally hypothesized that there is no significant re-
lationship between the use of the student personnel services liste.d be-
low, while an undergraduate, and later alumni giving; 
a. admission counseling 
b. admission orientation 
c. campus ministry 
d. personal counseling service 
e. vocational counseling service 
f. financial aids office 
g. international student service 
h. university health service 
OBJECTIVES OF THE STL~Y 
·Objectives of the study were: 
1. To provide additional research in the understanding of human 
behavior; 
2. To complete an empirical study in the behavior of alumni and 
the possible' effects student personnel services and activities ha1.re on 
alumni giving; 
6 
3. To provide to student personnel and executive university admin-
istrators additional information on the value of student personnel ser-
vices and activities, especially in time of financial crisis; 
4. To provide to the Vice President of Development or the Director 
of Alumni Relations some comprehension of the characteristics of alumni 
donors. These may provide clues as to how to improve alumni relations, 
and their programs, and fund raising activities; 
5. To provide specific information on alumni characteristic.s to be 
used by the Development Office in qualifying alumni as targets for future 
alumni fund raising campaigns; 
6. To provide additional research in the field of student personnel 
services and enlarge that body of knowledge; and 
7. To provide a basis for future research in alumni characteristics. 
LIMITATIONS OF THE ST1~Y 
This study ~.;as limited to the alumni of a single, church-related, 
private, urban, multi-campus university. As such, the results may be 
generalized so as to only include the results ~pplicable to that insci-
tution's alumni and their characteristics at the time of the survey. 
A second limitation occurs when examining the characteristics of 
the alumns' studied. It would be relatively impossible to study all 
characteristics of the physical. mental, and environmental factors assoc-
iated ~,Tith alumni. Thus, the characteristics as studied, r.::present those 
that on the basis of research in the related literature appear to have 
7 
significant relationship to the hypotheses. The characteristics used in 
this study, therefore, do not represent an inexhaustable list of all 
possible traits. 
The third limitation of this study is the listed number of student 
personnel sponsored activities and services. Since this study is parti-
cular to a single institution, only those college student personnel 
sponsored activities, organizations, and services offered by the institu-
tion have been used. They are not necessarily representative of the 
entire range of professional activities of college student personnel 
services offered on each, or every, higher education institution campus 
in the country. 
A fourth limitation of the research is that effective correla-
tion techniques were precluded due to the large number of variables 
pertaining to each hypothesis. Regression attempts were largely unre-
liable and some multicollinearity was observed. 
The final limitation of this study is that, by design, it makes 
no attempt to measure why people give. The motivations for charitable 
giving are beyond the scope of this study. While there exists much re-
search potential to examine that motivation, only characteristics of 
givers have been surveyed. 
Alumni 
DEFINITION OF TEID1S 
- for purposes of this study, alumni were de-
fined as those students who received a bacca·· 
laureate degree from Loyola University of 
Chicago. The term encompassed all degree re-
College Student 
Personnel Workers 
Donating Alumni 
Non-donor Alumni 
Qualifying Period 
8 
cepientR at the bachelor's level without re-
gard to transfer credit or minimum number 
of years on campus. 
also abbreviated in the text as S.P.W. were 
those members of the Vice President of Stu-
dent Personnel staff employed full or part-
time by Loyola University of Chicago. 
- for purposes of this study, were alumni who 
have made at least five contributions to 
Loyola University of Chicago since date of 
graduation, with at least one of the five 
gifts given in the qualifying period. This 
pattern was thought to establish minimal con-
sistency of contributory patterns. 
- for purposes of this study, a non-donor alumni 
was one who did not meet the criterion of con-
sistent giving as defined in Donating Alumni. 
- the years 1973, 1974, 1975 or 1976 constitute 
the qualifying period. This time span was 
chosen for several reasons. If the last gift 
from an alumni were in 1972, for example, with 
no subsequent gift, the alumni could be de-
ceased, married, re-married, divorced or re-
-located. 
S.P.W. Organizations 
S.P.W. Services 
9 
for purposes of this study, S.P.W. organiza-
tions were those sponsored, or directed by, a 
member of the staff of the Vice President of 
Student Personnel. 
for this study only those services offered 
through a member of the Vice President of 
Student Personnel services staff. 
PILOT STUDY 
In 1973, the author conducted a pilot study involving alumni and 
donations. The two hypotheses of that study were: 
I. Undergraduate students who obtained employment through univer-· 
sity placement facilities were more loyal alumni donors than those grad-
uates who did not use the placement services. 
II. Students who were active on campus also remained loyal alumni 
as compared to those alumni who were not active as undergraduate students. 
Definitions in the pilot study included the following: 
Active on campus 
Donors 
Loyalty 
- was defined as membership in a university 
approved campus organization of extra-curricular 
nature. This group included athletic, academic, 
social, professional, publication, volunteer 
services, and student government organizations. 
- were defined as those who had contributed a 
minimum of at least five dollars in at least 
two of the five years studied. 
- was defined as continued financial gifts to the 
University during the period studied. 
10 
Placement Facilities - the placement office of Loyola University located 
on the Lewis Towers campus, at 820 N. Hichigan 
Avenue, Chicago. 
The period studied included graduates of the years 1966, 1967, 1968, 
1969 and 1970. 
The pilot study provided several conclusions: 
1. There is no statistically significant correlation between the 
use of placement facilities and alumni contributions. As is evident in 
Table 38, Appendix A, p. 130, approximately 21 percent of graduating 
seniors received offers of employment through university facilities. 
Only 3.8 percent of graduating seniors qualified as donors. Hypothesis 
I, that obtaining a job through the University would lead to expressions 
of loyalty in the form of alumni contributions, is not supported. 
Several patterns appeared tc have emerged from the research \vhich 
may have precluded successful proof of hypothesis: 
a. Donor gifts almost entirely came from later, as opposed to re-
cent, graduates. 
b. Viet Nam and the economic picture distorted both the available 
males and jobs for placement; if anything the 21 percent of seniors re-
ceiving· jobs is understated due to the war. 
c. The economic influence of Viet Nam appears to have made alumni 
fiscally conservative. Both the uncertainty of the future, and the lack 
of available jobs for young people seem to have "dried up" alumni pocket-
books. 
d. The five year period studied did not provide a sample large 
enough for statistical manipulation. 
11 
2. Hypothesis II, the students who were campus-active and remain 
loyal alumni is supported. Of the alumni donors, while small in actual 
numbers, 41.2 percent can be classified as campus-active. Conversely, of 
the non-donors, only 21.9 percent were active. Surprisingly, of the 
students who qualified as both "donor" and "campus-active", 63.5 per-
cent were female. 
The implications of Hypothesis II indicate that a successful fund 
raising campaign could be aimed at those female students who actively 
participated in the non-classroom activities of the University. The 
poorest target, on the basis of the research findings, for successful 
development drives were male alumni who were not active in university 
sponsored activities or organizations as undergraduates. 
Since this survey was conducted at one institution only, the appli-
cability of the results are limited. Also, because of the limited ap-
plicability of a statistic, the results of this study cannot be classi.-
fied as scientific. Further study in the correlation of alumni donors 
and undergraduate involvement in campus activities seems highly warranted. 
The complete Pilot Study may be found in Appendix A on pages 121 
to 132. A further discussion of the shortcomings of the Pilot Study may 
be found in Chapter 3 in Data Base Location and Subject Identification, 
pages 38 to 43. 
Chapter I has covered the purpose and importance of the study, re-
search hypotheses, the objectives and limitations of the study, defini-
tion of terms, and a 1973 pilot study. In Chapter II, a review of the 
related literature will be presented. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
BRIEF HISTORICAL REVIEW OF PHILANTHROPY IN THE UNITED STATES 
In no country in the world has the principle of association been 
more successfully used or applied to a greater multitude of ob-
jects than in America. Besides the permanent associations which 
are established by law under the names of townships, cities and 
counties, a vast number of others are formed and maintained by 
the agency of private individuals. 
The citizen of the United1States is taught from infancy to rely 
upon his own exertions •.. 
The observation, made by Tocqueville during his year in America 
is as true today as it was when written in 1831. The drive. or moti·;a-
tion, to voluntarily join together to accomplish some purpose has char-
acterized this country since its inception. Voluntarism is part of ~he 
basic fabric of this country and effects every social institution, every 
organization, every person. "In the United States, associations are 
established to promote the public safety, commerce, industry, morality, 
and religion." 2 Late seventeenth century America has been characterized 
as a time when, "Pious example, moral leadership, volnntary effort and 
private charity were the means by which competing and conflicting inter-
3 
ests in society might be brought into harmony." Yet, "for much of re-
1 Alex De Tocqueville, Democracy in America, (New York: Alfred A. 
Knopf, 1966), Volume No. 1, p. 191. 
2Ibid, p. 12. 
3Robert H. Bren:ner, American Philanthropy, (Chicago: The Uni·.;ersity 
of Chicago Press, 1962), p. 27. 
12 
13 
corded history, the church served as the main motivation and institution-
al channel of philanthropy, and this was so as much in early America as 
4 in medieval Europe." 
During the colonial period voluntary associations were formed for 
religious, benevolent, and civic betterment, spear-headed by leaders 
such as Cotton Mather and Benjamin Franklin. 5 
Benjamin Franklin's institutings outside of government compose a 
major portion of the index of the voluntary sector. He was the 
leading force in founding a library, a volunteer firg department, 
a hospital, a university and a research institution. 
Bremner notes, in his study for the Commission, "Franklin did not 
invent the principle of improving social conditions through voluntary 
association, but more than any American before him, he showed the avail-
ability, usefullness and appropriateness to American conditions."7 
8 Authors such as Boylan, writing on the Roman Catholic effort, 
4G· · · Am . 63 ~v~ng 1n er1ca, p. • 
5 Robert H. Bremner, Private Philanthropy and Public Needs: An His-
torical Perspective, 1975, A Report to the Commission on Private Philan-
thropy and Public Needs. 
6 ~.. . . Am . 40 ~1v1ng ~n er~ca, p. . 
7 Bremner, Private Philanthropy and Public Needs, p. 4. 
8 Margaret T. Boylan, The Catholic Church in Social Welfare, (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1941). 
, 
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Frisch, 9 citing the Jewish movement, and Huggins10 on Protestanism, 
all document the historical growth of philanthropy in this country against 
a base of religious support. Cutlip11 describes the evolution of phil-
anthropy from religious to secular goals. But, 
American attitudes toward philanthropy have been strongly influenced 
by the conviction stemming from the Protestant Reformation that the 
major consider12ion in giving should be the effect of the gift on 
the recepient. 
It would not be incorrect to characterize the period from colonial to 
late-nineteenth century America as a nation populated by private givers 
to private institutions for sectarian purposes. 
"Thus, with the arrival of the twentieth century was born the first 
of the large, wide ranging foundations as major institutions of philan-
thropic giving."13 Men like Carnegie, Rockefeller and Ford who made 
vast fortunes in this country, moved in a new direction - private giving 
9Ephraim Frisch, An Historical Survey of Jewish Philanthropy, (New 
York: Cooper Square Publishers, Inc., 1969) 
10Nathan Irwin Huggins, Protestants Against Poverty: Boston's Chari-
ties 1870-1900, (Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Publishing Corporation, 
1971). 
11 Scott M. Cutlip, Fund Raising in the U.S., Its Role in American 
Philanthropy, (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1965). 
12 Bremner, Private Philanthropy and Public Needs, p. 2. 
13c· · · A . 65 lV~ng 1n mer1ca, p. . 
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for both private and public works. This direction was away from the alms-
giving concept of helping the poor. Rather, "the major American founda-
tions created in the early twentieth century were devoted to the advance-
ment of human knowledge and welfare through research rather than to the 
14 
alleviation of poverty." 
Nielsen15 has written a critical study of large foundations, es-
pecially protesting against their lack of innovation to social problems 
h . 1 c . h 16 . f f . . w ~ e unn~ng am ~s an open supporter o ounaat~ons. ld 17 Gou en 
feels that the purchase of social prestige is a motivation of founda-
tions. 18 Weaver traces the historical developments of philanthropic 
foundations. 19 Keppel in a dated work (1930), gives a good discussion 
of the role of the foundations in society at that time. 20 Shaplen, 
14 Bremner, Private Philanthropy and Public Needs, p. 10. 
15 Waldemar A. Nielsen, The Big Foundations, (New York: Columbia Univ-
ersity Press, 1972). 
16Merrimon Cunningham, Private Money and Public Service: The Role 
of Foundations in American Society, (New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, 
1972). 
17 Joseph C. Goulden, The Honey Givers, (New York: Random House, 
1971). 
18
r.T s Ph. 1 h d . ( warner Weaver, U. . ~ ant ropic Foun at~on~, New York: Harper 
and Row, 19 6 7) . 
19Frederick P. Keppel, The Foundation: Its Place in American Life, 
(New York; The MacMillan Company, 1930). 
20Robert Shaplen, Toward the Well-Being of Mankind, Fifty Years o£ 
the Rockefeller Foundation, (New York: Doubleday & Company, 1964). 
Savage21 , and MacDonald22 chronicle the history of some of the larger 
foundations -- Carnegie, Rockefeller and Ford respectively. 
Foundations, and their philanthropic impact on America, have also 
been well documented by the Peterson Report of the U. S. Co~~ission on 
Foundations and Private Philanthropy. 23 The Council on Foundations 
Incorporated, finds that private foundations, or the usual American 
volunteristic approach, is a far better alternative than government 
support typical in other countries. It maintains, "that the private 
initiative and responsibility reflected in philanthropic giving and ser-
vice makes for a richer, more humane, and less bureaucratic society than 
if the resources for, and management of, social needs were under 
24 government control." 
Private giving for purely public needs received additional impetus 
as a developing national characteristic in 1917 with the passage of 
Section 50l(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code. 25 26 As the Commission 
21Howard J. Savage, Fruit of an Impulse- Forty-five Years of the 
Carnegie Foundation, 1905-1950, (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 
1953). 
22Dwight MacDonald, The Ford Foundation: The Man and the Millions, 
(New York: Reyna! and Company, 1956). 
23Foundations, Private Giving and Public Policy: Report and 
Recommendations, U.S. Commission on Foundations and Private Philan-
thropy. Chairman, Peter C. Peterson, (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1970-71). 
24
chairman and Staff, Council for Foundations, Inc., "Private 
Foundations and the 1969 Tax Reform Act," A Report to the Commission 
on Private Philanthropy and Public Needs, 1975. 
25c H Kah P 1 d d 1 . arry n, ersona De ucti.ons in the Fe era Income Tax, 
(Princeton: Princeton Universir.y Press, 1960). 
I 
26Michael K. Taussig, '~he Charitable Contributions Deductions in 
the Federal Personal Income Tax", (Ph.D. dissertation, Hassachusetts 
Institute of Technology, 1965). 
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states, "But possibly the single largest tax immunity benefiting the 
non-profit sector is a provision of the federal tax laws that applies ... 
to those who give to eligible non-profit groups and institutions - the 
'charitable' deduction from personal income taxes." 27 This provision 
formally allowed the individual to determine which cause or causes he 
would voluntarily support. In return, the citizen receives a deduction 
from the taxes owed on his personal income. The view that philanthropic 
giving is motivated by tax deduction has been highly controversial. 
These two views are summarized as follows, 
One pictures people as reasonably well informed, sensitive, and 
highly responsive to tax incentives -- to the extent that they 
might even give more in added contributions than the treasury 
lost in revenues. The other view pictures people as unaware of 
tax effects, concerned with the needs of the donees or their own 
societal2§bligations and giving for a whole set of non-economic 
reasons. 
A review of American philanthropy would not be complete without the 
examinat~on of a final ingredient - the corporation. 
Historically, corporations have fulfilled their obligations to 
society by concentrating on their principle function, which is 
economic. In the last quarter of the 20th century, however, 
society increasingly a~~ears to be expecting business to exhibit 
social concern per se. 
27 G· · 1.·n Am · 104 1.v1.ng er1.ca, p. . 
28 James N. Morgan, Richard F. Dye, Judith H. Hybels, Economic 
Outlook U.S.A., 1976, p. 11. 
29
corporate Philanthropic Public Service Activities, The Conference 
Board, Incorporated, (New York, 1976). p. 1. 
18 
30 Bell . presents a similar viewpoint of emerging relationships be-
tween business and society. Eells details a thesis that American busi-
h h b . . 31 d . d b k ness as muc to protect y corporate g1v1ng an 1n a secon oo ex-
amines the relationships between business and the arts. 32 Heald33 dis-
cusses the relationships of business and society and philanthropy, while 
Mason edited a collection of essays on the relationships of business, 
trade unions and the impact on communities in which corporations are 
34 located. 
The result of this growing awareness on the part of corporations is 
gigantic. "Currently, corporations contribute about $1.25 billion an-
nually to various charitable organizations; their philanthropy - related 
business expenses and the time their employees at all levels contribute 
to public service activities are valued at roughly up to 1 billion dol-
lars".35 Thus, for 1974 (source information was gathered from tax infor-
mation filed for calendar 1974 and reported late in 1975) corporate 
philanthropy was estimated to total $2.25 billions in time and money. 
30
naniel Bell, "The Corporation and Society in the 1970's", T"he 
Public Interest, (Summer, 1971), pp. 5-32. 
31Richard Eells, Corporation Giving in a Free Society, (New York: 
Harper and Row, 1956). 
32 Idem, The Corporation and the Arts, (New York: MacMillan Company, 
1967). 
33 Morrell Heald, The Social Responsibilities of Business, Company 
and Community, 1900-1960, (Cleveland: The Press of Case Western Reserve 
University, 1970). 
~Lt 
.J ·EdwardS. Mason, ed., The Corporation in Modern Society, 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1959). 
35 Corporate Philanthropic Report, p. ix. 
• 
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Based on 1974 actual dollars spent by corporations in the U.S., 
education received 34.9 percent of $438.1 millions reported by 799 com-
panies- $153 million dollars. 36 But even in this, "education dropped 
slightly more than 1 percent (to 34.9 percent from 36.2 percent) .... ''37 
While corporate giving seems immense ($2.25 billion), it still only 
represents about 2 percent of the total estimated expenditures for 
philanthropic causes in the U.S. 
The Commission estimates that revenues in these areas .... add up 
to around $80 billion a year. This amount does not include non-
money resources, such as volunteer work and free corporate services. 
When these are added in, it is estimated that the voluntary sector 
accou~§s for over $100 billion in money and other resources annu-
ally. 
Thus, a summary of the related literature in the historical back-
ground of philanthropy is really an inquiry into the history of the 
United States. From rural-colonial to modern-urban, private voluntary 
philanthropy is an unmistakable American trait. 
36 Annual Survey of Corporate Contributions, 1974, The Conference 
Board, (New York: 1976), p. 4. 
37 Ibid, p. 3. 
38c· · · Am . 11 1v1ng 1n er1ca, p. . 
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REVIEW OF HIGHER EDUCATION AS A RECEPIENT OF PHILANTHROPY 
Curti and Nash39 have specifically documented the effect of phil-
anthropy on higher education. As seen above, education received $153 
40 
million dollars in 1974 from 799 companies surveyed. Thus, the support 
is widespread. "Virtually all companies contribute to health and wel-
fare and education. Health and welfare was supported by 99.9 percent 
d d 1141 of the respon ents, an education was supported by 99.7 percent ... 
But, in another report analyzing where these funds came from, some sharp 
patterns emerge. "Focusing on the $68 billion, about $2 out of every $10 
42 
was funded by private giving ... about $5 out of $10 by government." A 
further breakdown - "Government funding accounted for only $1 out of 
every $10 of educational outlay, $3 of every $10 of educational outlays 
came from private philanthropy, and about $5 out of every $10 from ser-
vice charges and endowment income." 43 "The $68 billion of outlays included 
$38 billion in health, $13 billion in education, and $17 billion in all 
44 
other areas (including welfare, culture, etc.)" Thus, of the privately 
39Merle E. Curti and Roderick Nash, Philanthropy in the Shaping 
of American Higher Education, (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 
1965). 
40 Annual Survey of Corporate Contributions, p. 4. 
41Ibid. , p. 10. 
!J.? 
·-Gabriel G. Rudney, Scope of the Private Voluntary Charitable 
Sector, 1974, A Report to the Commission of Private Philanthropy and 
Public Needs. 
43 Ibid., p. 2. 
44Ibid., p. 3. 
controlled non-profit institutions, 20 percent of their funding was re-
ceived from private sources. And of the $68 billions expended by these 
same institutions, $13 billions were spent on education. 
Earl F. Cheit has documented nine principal means by which private 
philanthropy serves higher education - it provides 
(1) a basic support for private institutions, 
(2) a margin of excellence and flexibility for certain public 
institutions, 
(3) support for student aid programs, 
(4) support for innovative research, service and academic programs, 
(5) funds for attractive projects, 
(6) maintenance of institutional autonomy, 
(7) assistance to government by independent activity, 
(8) stability in the event of sudden shifts in federal funding, 
(9) encour~gem~~t of a broad base of citizen interest in higher 
educat1.on. 
Erickson has made an estimate of the financing required by the 
nation's non-public schools. "These schools receive annually direct 
gifts of well over $174 million and indirect contributions (through reli-
gious institutions) of $537 million. In addition, there is the often 
overlooked contribution of the ... teachers and administrators who work 
46 
at below-average salary levels estimated at $410 million annually." 
In the same vein, Lamborn, Potter and Senske estimate, "that, should these 
45Earl F. Cheit and Theodore E. Lohman, Private Philanthropy and 
Higher Education: History, Current Impact and Public Policy Considera-
tions: 1975, A Report to the Commission on Private Philanthropy and 
Public Needs. 
46
narald A. Erickson, Philanthropy, Public Needs and Non-Public 
Schools, A Report to the Commission on Private Philanthropy and Public 
Needs. 
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schools close, a public outlay of as much as $10 billion would be re-
. d . d h bl' f '1' . 114 7 qu~re to prov~ e t e necessary pu ~c ac~ ~t~es. But Silber appears 
to indicate that the cost of education is substantially that figure, when 
effects of today's inflation is added to this estimate. "In 1973, some 
2.2 million students were enrolled in independent colleges and univer-
sities throughout the nation. Their education relieves the taxpayer of 
at least $6 billion annually that would have to be spent to educate them 
48 49 in state schools." And a final estimate of the enormity of philan-
thropy in this country and where the giving goes, is provided here: "The 
estimated breakdown of giving in terms of ultimate recipient, in 1973 was: 
Religion $10.28 billion 
Education 4.41 billion 
Health 3.89 billion 
Social Welfare 2.07 billion 
Arts and 
Humanities 1. 67 billion 
All other 3.19 billion 50 $25.51 billion" 
But the problems are great. 
Gone are the barricades and the posters, the night sticks, the 
obscenities, the blood. But now the nation's colleges and univ-
ersities face a new crisis, less headline worthy, but perhaps 
more lasting. To put it blun§j:Y• many of our colleges and 
universities are going broke. 
47 Robert L. Lanborn, Cary Potter and Al H. Senske, "The Non-Public 
School and Private Philanthropy," A Report to the Commission on Private 
Philanthropy and Public Needs. 
48
silber, "Paying the Bill for College", p. 231. 
49 John P. Eddy, "Need for Funding Private Education," Illinois 
Personnel and Guidance Association Quarterly, (Spring, 1973). 
50G .. 
_ 1. v1.ng in America, pp. 14-15. 
51
"The Coming Shakeout in Higher Education", p. 37. 
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In 197.0, Mayhew, on a grant from the Carnegie Commission on Higher 
Education surveyed a number of institutions with regard to their future 
direction. "When 108 institutions indicated that they anticipated barri-
ers to expansion, the order of obstacles was as shown belo\v - Ill -
Finances;"52 
The Commission reports, "the severest deterioration of all among 
institutions of higher learning has been suffered by the private liberal 
arts college •.. Indeed, around 150 private colleges have already dis-
appeared, shut down, since 1969."53 
The impact of the decline in philanthropy has had both an immediate 
effect on present institutions and students and previews future trends. 
But because of the limited supply of private funds, private 
higher education was unable to grow as fast as publicly funded 
institutions. About two thirds of all institutions of higher 
learning were private in 1960. Today the proportion is nearer 
one half. Today fewer than one quarter of all S~llege and 
university students go to private institutions. 
Jenny and Allen write, "In spite of its relatively consistent growth, 
gift income as a share to total institutional budgets has declined in 
the aggregate almost every year: in 1974, the total philanthropic impact 
did not increase over 1973."55 
52Lewis B. Mayhew, Graduate and Professional Education, 1980, 
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970), p. 10. 
53c· . . Am . 80 1v1ng 1n er1ca, p. . 
54Ibid., p. 91. 
55 Hans H. Jenny and Hary Ann Allan, Philanthropy in Higher Educa-
tion: A Study of the Impact of Voluntary Support on College and Univer-
sity Income, A Report to the Commission on Private Philanthropy and 
Public Needs. 
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Thus, the effect of extra high inflation can be seen as one of 
the determinants of declining support of private higher education. In 
1975, inflation hit over 13.4 percent for the highest rate since the 
Civil War period. Continues Jenny, "It is estimated that in 1974, 
about $740 million in additional gifts would have been necessary to 
compensate for this inflation."56 Also, higher fuel bills, higher facul-
ty salaries, higher everything has forced exorbitant increases in college 
and university expenditures. "Higher education costs rose about 76 
percent between 1963-64 and 1973-74, as compared with 49 percent for 
the economy-wide cost-of-living index". 57 
Most importantly, individual philanthropy is declining. This is 
not entirely unexpected due to the worst economic times since the Great 
Depression of the 1930's. But when measured against the constant of 
personal income, "giving by individuals has dropped by about 15 perceut 
between 1960 and 1972, from 1.97 percent of personal income in 1960 to 
1.67 percent in 1972."58 The result of this decline is viewed by Jellema 
as extreme. "The private colleges represent an indispensable part of 
American life that is in danger of liquidation; they face problems of 
d d . 1159 unprece ente sever~ty. But Laukhuff, after examining the impacts of 
56 Jenny and Allan, Philanthropy in Higher Education, p. 9. 
57G. . . A • 13 ~v~ng ~n ~ner~ca, p. • 
58 Ibid., p. 71. 
59
william W. Jellema, ed., Efficient College Management, (San 
Francisco: Jessey-Bass, Inc., 1972), p. 148. 
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declining enrollment, higher costs, effect of inflation, unionization of 
staff states, "The ball bounces back to the alumni - those 5,550,000 mute 
alumni of our independent higher education". 60 
PUBLISHED AND UNPUBLISHED STUDIES 
Yet, the professional literature in the field of alumni and donating, 
the motivation of donors, or their characteristics is especially barren. 
Inquires to DATRIX, the Xerox University Microfilms resource, the Ameri-
can Alumni Council and other organizations in the field, have revealed 
only three unpublished studies in this field. However, the impressive 
Report of the Commission on Private Philanthropy and Public Needs and 
the survey of giving conducted by the Michigan Institute for Social Re-
search, together with the other 85 individual reports to the Commission 
represent a rich treasure of relevant information. 
The Commission on Private Philanthropy and Public Needs was formed 
in November, 1973. 
The Commission came into existence in large measure because of the 
initiative of John D. Rockefeller, III, and the encouragement of 
several governmental figures, including the:: chairman then of the 
House Ways and Means Committee, Wilbur D. Mills, Secretary of the 
Treasury, George P. Schultz and Under Sec;~tary William E. Simon, 
who was subsequently Schultz's successor. ~ 
The Commission members, drawn from a large cross-section of the na-
tion, ended its work one year ago and "exceeded $2 million in gifts and 
tl $1 "11" · d d f · 1 · u 62 more :tan m1 1on l.n onate pro ess1ona serv1ces. It had an ad-
visory committee of more than 100 experts from academic, professional, 
60Laukhuff, "Do Alumni Care if Their Colleges Fail?", p. 40. 
61G. . . A . 1 1.V1ug 1n _ mer1ca, p. . 
62
"Guide to Sponsored Research of the Commission on Private 
Philanthropy and Public Needs," 1975, p. iv. 
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and voluntary fields and commissioned 85 studies in the field of philan-
thropy and the private sector. One of those studies, conducted by the 
Institute for Social Research at Ann Arbor, was requested by the Com-
mission to investigate philanthropic practices. "The largest survey 
ever conducted, it involved lengthy interviews with close to 3,000 indi-
viduals representing a cross-section of American contributors, and non-
contributors."63 
Of particular importance, the Commission indicated exceptional con-
cern over the plight of private institutions of higher education. "One 
Commission study asserts that it is not 'idle speculation to talk of the 
disappearance of the liberal arts college'. Another study says that in 
the long run, if the economic trends continue, the vast majority of non-
public ·schools seem doome.d, the exceptions being schools enjoying the 
support of well-to-do or heavy subsidies from a few remaining religious 
groups with conservative theologies or strong ethnic emphasis."64 
Major findings of the Commission include the following: 
A disproportionate amount of giving comes from contributors with 
the highest income, at least 13 percent of individual giving from 
this 1 percent of the population. Yet, at the same time the bulk 
of giving, more than half, comes from households with incomes be-
low $20,000. 
Other Commission findings: College graduates give six times as much 
on the average as do those with only high school educations. Small 
town residents give more than city dwellers. 65he married give more than the single, the old more than the young. 
63G .. 1.v1.ng in America, p. 3. 
64Ibid. , p. 13. 
651' . d 
01. • ' p. 13. 
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In reviewing the Commission's work, John H. Filer, chairman, in-
dicated, that like this dissertation, it, "would have to develop for 
itself a great deal of one particularly scarce commodity in the areas it 
1 k . . f . 1166 was oo ~ng at - ~n ormat~on. So, The Survey Research Center of the 
Institute of Social Research at the University of Michigan was asked 
to develop such information on attitudes and behaviors of American givers 
d . 67 an non-gJ.vers. 
The report available to the general public is the same report to 
respondents of the survey. It is less informative than the report given 
to the Commission, which will be quoted: 
Among the findings: 
A college graduate gives six times as much as someone with only 
a grade-school education ($924 compared to $162 in average 
annual giving) .•.. 
that the old give more than the young: average annual g~v~ng 
for someone in the 18 to 24 year-old range was $60 compared 
to $742 for some one 75 or older .... 
that the married give more than the single .... 
small town residents more than city dwellers .... 
the religious more than the unreligious .... 
and, least surprising68but most determinant of all, the rich 
more than the unrich. 
66G. . . ' . 2 ~v~ng ~n amer~ca, p. . 
67 
"A Survey of Giving Behavior a.nd Attitudes: Report to the Respon-
dents", (Ann Arbor, Hichigan: Institute for Social Research, 1975). 
68c. . . A. • 5r-:. 1.v1ng ~n n...TllerJ.ca, p. _. 
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The results of all this giving is significant. "All total, private 
giving for public purposes appears to add up to $50 billion or more a 
year in money and services, or more than half of what is spent each year 
on national defense."69 
In a 1966 University of Colorado Study, 70 Broms and Davis detailed 
a study to determine if there were significant characteristic differences 
between giving and non-giving alumni of the University. They studied, 
through the use of a mail questionnaire, twenty-three characteristics of 
donating and non-donating alumni. They qualified as donors those alumni 
"who had given for at least six or more years consecutively" and, "those 
who had never given." 71 The pre-knowns were age and sex of the alumni 
as well as the qualifications (defined giver and non-giver) above. They 
utilized a Chi square test of signficiance at both the .10 and .05 levels. 
Their working sample, Exhibit 1, 72 consisted of 201 non-donors, and 131 
donors for an N of 332. Their findings include the following: 
Consistent givers had higher incomes, higher age levels, had parti-
cipated more actively in undergraduate affairs, had taken a greater 
interest in alumni activities, an13had more frequently attended 
athletic events since graduation. 
69G· · · Am • 55 1v1ng 1n er1ca, p. . 
70 Peter A. Broms and Kenneth L. Davis, "A Study of the Charac-
teristics of Consistent Alumni Givers and Non-Givers", (Masters thesis, 
University of Colorado, 1966). 
71Ibid., 
. P. 2 . 
72 Ib"d . 1 • , p. 24 • 
73T, •, 
.1..010., p. 1. 
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While their contingency tables are not reproduced in the study, the 
calculated values of x2 have been. In their Exhibit III, 74 they indicated 
a x2 range of from 3.347 to 93.570; the majority of their calculated x2 
values are double-digit values. Of the 21 characteristics found to be 
significant, nine had values of from 11.950 with one degree of freedom, 
to 93.570 and 4 d.f. Eight had single digit calculated values signifi-
cant at the .OS level. Their conclusions called for additional studies 
. " h . l . 1175 1nto, w at mot1vates t1em to g1ve .... 
Albert Simpson and Julia Hirsch studied alumni and involvement in 
76 
alumni association activities at Stanford University in June, 1968. 
Among the eight points listed in their Summary and Conclusion, are the 
following: 
1. This study has shown - perhaps for the first time - that there 
is a direct relationship between the level of voluntary in-
volvement and the giving habits of alumni. 
5. 'Involved' alumni who have only attended Stanford as graduate 
students give three to four times more than their 'non-involved' 
counterparts. 
6. For various reasons, women- whether 'involved' 79r 'non-involved' provide much less support to Stanford than men. 
74Broms and Davis, "A Study of the Characteristics of Consistent 
Alumni Givers and Non-Givers", p. 27 
75 Ibid., p. 21. 
76 Albert Simpson and Julia Hirsch, "Evaluation of the Effect of 
Involvement in Stanford Alumni Association's Activities on the Gift 
Habits of Alumni", (Stanford University, 1968) . 
.,~ 
I I_, • d J 4 !.Dl • ' PP. - . 
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Not quoted are findings which pertain to questions relating to ob-
taining more alumni members (points 2 and 3), co-ordination of solici-
tation campaigns with other university offices (point 4), the value of 
specific fund drives (point 7), and the need for a feed-back mechanism 
(point 8) of such a drive. 78 
While not a major finding of the Simpson-Hirsch report, they do 
state, 
This study also revealed, not surprisingly, that both percentage 
of participants and size of gift tend to increase with length of 
time out of school 79 up to about 10 to 15 years out of school, 
and then it varies. 
A final research finding of their study was, 
Another interesting fact brought out by the study was that among 
'involved80alumni, the average donor gave 1.5 gifts per year to Stanford. 
The precise methodology of the Stanford study was not readily avail-
able from the report. Neither is a statistical application noted. How-
ever, the numbers involved appear to be of high order. "The following 
presents some of the findings obtained from comparing a scientifically 
selected random sample of 1,000 alumni .... " 81 Of minor interest to this 
work, but of some value to students in Student Personnel Services, Joseph 
Katz was among those faculty members who received credit for participa-
tion in the formulation and implementation of the research at Stanford. 
78
simpson and Hirsch, llEvaluation of the Effect of Involvement in 
Stanford Alumni Association's Activities on the Gift Habits of Alumni," 
pp. 3-4. 
79Ibid., p. 7. 
80Ibid., p. 8. 
81Ibid., p. 6. 
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McKee, in 1975, studied alumni of Indiana State University in Terre 
Haute, Indiana. 82 He studied, via the mailed questionnaire technique, 
characteristics of donor and non-donating alumni and also opinions of 
those two groups. The Chi square test was applied to the respondents in 
terms of characteristics and significant differences and the t-test was 
utilized on the responses to the opinion scores. His experiment had 
four parts: 
Part 1 was a test of characteristics affecting participation in 
alumni activities, 
Part 2 was a test of characteristics affecting support (financial) 
of the University, 
Parts 3 and 4 were opinion questionnaires to determine positive, 
neutral or negative feelings about the University and the Alumni pro-
83 grams between groups 1 and 2. His findings: 
Characteristics which were found to affect participation included 
area of current residence, type of §~gree earned, occupation, and 
an indication of financial support. 
In the case of Hypothesis II, the results indicated that there 
were significant differences in contributors and non-contributors, 
based on area of current residence, degree ear§5d, decade of gradu-
ation, and participation in alumni activities. 
82
nale F. McKee, "An Analysis of Factors Which Affect Alumni Parti-
cipation and Support," (Ed.D. dissertation, Indiana University, 1975) 
83 Ibid., p. 112. 
84Ibid., pp. 115-116. 
85 Ibid., p. 116. 
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He summarized, "Based on the findings of this study, it is concluded 
that there is a direct relationship between participation in alumni ac-
86 tivities and financial support". His recommendations for additional 
research included, "1. That a similar study be made to determine the 
effect of participation in student activities on alumni participation 
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and financial support". 
This study is unique in that its scope is limited to undergraduate 
degree bearing alumni, of pre-known giver versus non-giver status. Its 
purpose is to determine if there are significant characteristics which 
distinguish alumni donors from non-donors, and to determine the impact, 
if any, on participation in college student personnel related activities 
and giving. It attempts to answer the question, "Do they (alumni) give 
because of what they received as undergraduates?" No study in the liter-
ature has keyed on these two topics, especially when examined against a 
background of grave national economic difficulties. 
Chapter II has reviewed selected related literature. In Chapter III, 
the type of study will be described. 
86 McKee, "An Analysis of Factors Which Affect Alumni Participation 
and Support," p. 120. 
87 Ibid., p. 124. 
CHAPTER III 
TYPE OF STUDY 
The descriptive method of research was used in this dissertation. 
Isaac and Michael give as the purpose of descriptive re:search, "To 
describe systematically the facts and characteristics of a given popu-
1 lation or area of interest, factually and accurately". Also referred 
to as the survey approach, Hillway states, "This method attempts usually 
to describe a condition or to learn the status of something and, wherever 
? 
possible, to draw valid general conclusions from the facts described".-
Engelhart established its value in scientific inquiry, "The apprehended, 
described, and classified facts provide an organized, if not complete, 
pattern. The descriptive generalization can tell not only what and how 
but whv". 3 
--"-
1 Stephen Isaac and Hilliam B. Michael, Handbook in Research and 
Evaluation, (San Diego, California: Robert~. Knapp, 1972), p. 18. 
? 
'"Tyrus Hilhvay, Introduction to Researcl~, (Boston: Houghton Mifflin 
Company, 1964), p. 187. 
3Hax D. Engelhart, !1ethods .E__f Educational Researc~, (Chicago: Rand 
~kNally and Company, 1972), p. 12-14. 
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INSTRUMENT - THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
The instrument used for collecting the data was the forced-choice 
f . . 4 type o quest~onna~re. The final questionnaire had ten questions, 
each with several sub-questions. The information sought from the alumni 
was classified along two lines of questions. These questions were 
specific characteristics studied in the related literature, and adjudged 
to be pertinent distinguishing characteristics between donors and non-
donors. Questions were also grouped in information blocs on the basis of 
less confidential to most confidential. 5 Generally the groupings were: 
1. Personal characteristics such as age, sex, birth date, citizen-
ship, marital status, family size, undergraduate degree award, type and 
year obtained, graduate degree. 
2. Use of student personnel activities or student personnel. pro-
grams such as receipt of financial aid, use of placement services to 
obtain employment, and check lists of S.P.W. activities and S.P.W. 
sponsored programs at Loyola. 
3. Confidential questions were grouped last and included inquiries 
into religion, parents' affiliation with university, parents' alumni 
support, membership in alumni organizations and charitable donations, 
and responder, and spouse's annual incomes. 
4 Lee J. Cronbach, Essentials of Psychological Testing, 2nd edition, 
(New York: Harper Brothers, 1960). 
5Edward K. Strong, Jr., Psychological Aspects of Business, (Ne~; 
York: HcGrm,r-H:\.11 Book Company, 1938), p. 407f. 
QUESTIONNAIRE CONSTRUCTION 
Following the results of the Filer Report, McKee, Simpson-Hirsch, 
and Broms and Davis, questions for the instrument were used which had 
prior proven significance to the research. As stated in "Limitations 
of the Study", not all characteristics of alumni can be interrogated 
for potential relationship. However, even though a variety of tech-
niques were used in the related studies, much commonality of results 
were found. 
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The Filer Commission employed the Survey Research Center of the 
Institute for Social Research, the University of Michigan, at Ann Arbor. 
The Institute conducted personal interviews. Simpson-Hirsch, McKee, and 
Broms and Davis used a mail questionnaire technique. Culling the ques-
tions from these published, and unpublished, sources, the author as-
sembled a preliminary list of characteristics which totaled over 50 items. 
Using a cross reference check, only questions which were found to 
have a strong statistical correlation to giving or non-giving (values 
that were above the tabled Chi square value at the .05 level) were 
retained. This technique reduced the potential listing to 30 items. An 
examination of the Student Personnel Services and programs and activities 
at Loyola (see also "Limitations of the Study", ff3) further reduced the 
applicable constellation of characteristics in question. 
The initial questionnaire was field tested twice. The aim of the 
field trials was to reduce ambiguity and reduce the time necessary to 
complete the questionnaire. It was the author's specific intent to 
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contain the questionnaire's length to both sides of a single sheet of 
paper. Also, the design of the questionnaire ~vas intended to facilitate 
keypunching of the responses onto data cards for computer manipulation. 
Field test response yielded a 100 percent return and much valuable infor-
mation. The initial questionnaire was given to 18-doctoral students 
in the School of Education in 1974. The second field test questionnaire 
after corrections, was viewed by the same group plus the panel of experts 
(consisting of three Ph.D's, a Market Research Director, and the C.A.S.E. 
staff in Washington, D.C.), the author used in establishing the content 
validity of the questionnaire. The instrument used in this research was 
the result of the cross reference elimination and actual field trials. 
QUESTIONNAIRE VALIDITY 
Following Thorndike, 6 Cronbach, 7 and Ghiselli, 8 content validity 
was established by having the questionnaire examined by a panel of 
experts. The universe of characteristics was reduced to its present 
size based on the findings of the similar studies in the related litera-
ture. In the author's instructions to the panel, it indicated that, 
All of the traits listed have been found to be of significance in 
at least one of the four related studies. Seventeen of the 27 
characteristics (63 percent) appear in all four studies. The 
balance (37 percent) are characteristics thought to be related to 
student personnel services or activities of an urban, private, 
multi-campus university. 
6Robert L. Thorndike, ed. , Educational Measurement, (\•lashing ton, 
D.C.: American Council on Education, 1971), p. 457. 
7 Cronbach, Essentials of Psychological Testing, p. 366. 
8Edwin E. Ghiselli, Theorv of Psychological Heasurement, (New York: 
McGraw-Hill, Inc., 1964), p. 341 
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The panel consisted of three Ph.D's in student personnel services, a 
Director of Market Research (M.B.A., University of Chicago), and Dr. 
Michael Born, and his staff, of C.A.S.E.* in Washington, D.C. With 
minor suggestions in format, all agreed that the instrument would 
measure those characteristics it was attempting to measure. 
QUESTIONNAIRE RELIABILITY 
The questionnaire was designed to be a test of typical behavior 
of the self reporting, characteristic inventory type. As with all 
tests of typical performance, reliability can be difficult to establish. 
Truthfulness in report and constancy of measurement are elusive. Cron-
bach states, 
The crucial problem in self report, if it is to be interpreted as 
a picture of typical behavior, is honesty. If the person tries to 
give the best possible picture of himself ins5ead of a true de-
scription, the test will fail of its purpose. 
Therefore, the reliability of the questionnaire was good assuming honesty 
of response and relative constant time frame of changing characteristics 
measurement. 
By varying the force-choice type of questionnaire, as advised by 
Cronbach, 10 variation in response was substantially reduced or eliminated. 
*C.A.S.E. is the Council for Advancement and Support of Education, the 
resultant organization of the merger between the American Alumni Council 
and the American College Public Relations Association. 
9 Cronbach, Essentials of Psychological Testing, p. 34. 
10Ibid., p. 450. 
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Bias of response was thereby reduced. Huch of the normal testers' con-
cern over reliability was further reduced in this study since the impor-
tant characteristic - donor versus non-donor - was pre-known. 
DATA BASE LOCATION AND SUBJECT IDENTIFICATION 
A five year pilot study was conducted as a prelude to this research. 
That study attempted to demonstrate a positive correlation between the 
use of the university's placement system and alumni donations. The 
failure to establish such correlation was based upon three shortcomings 
which this dissertation did not repeat. Those three shortcomings were: 
1. The specific five year period was one of abnormal economic 
times, heavily influenced by the Viet Nam problem. 
2. The five year period included participants \vho had been alumni 
for a maximum of five years. A substantial number had less. This 
factor yielded a disproportionate number of non-donors and skewed the 
data. For example, the five year total of Arts alumni was 3724; of that 
number only 128 contributed. Of the Business graduates, 46 of 840 gave. 
Thus, of 4564 eligible, less than 175 were donors. 
3. The pilot study used a five year population and provided a 
less than desirable N. It was too small for statistical manipulation 
as the total universe of givers was only 174. 
A ten year period was chosen in order to overcome the problem created 
by insufficient donors. Problems of randomness, consistency and manipu-
lation arose in the pilot due to the small sample. The particular period 
for the proposed study \vas chosen because, with the minor exception of a 
portion of the fourth quarter of 1960, the economy was recession free. 
Finally, as was very evident in the pilot study, frequency (as opposed 
39 
to size) of alumni contributions tends to increase as the time span from 
graduation increases. While a variety of factors appear to influence 
donations, it is clear that very few first, second, or third year alumns 
contribute substantially. Based upon the evidence suggested by the pilot 
study, the period 1960 to 1969 meets all objectives which might otherwise 
bias the data. 
The basic data for this study remains highly confidential; required 
were the names, addresses, and amounts, if any, of monies contributed to 
Loyola by its alumni. We received permission to obtain these records 
from Mr. W. Daniel Conroyd, Vice President for Development, Loyola Univ-
ersity of Chicago. A program was written which retrieved this information 
from computer storage. The data included names, addresses, and donation 
records of all alumni from the undergraduate college of Arts and Sciences 
and of Business Administration for the ten year period. 
The information retrieved from computer storage were alphabetical 
listings of alumni, their name, address, zip code, year of graduation. 
college, and giving history, by year (up to a six year maximum) and segre-
gated by year of graduation. For the time period, we began with ten 
"booklets" of the above information. The researcher manually went through 
each booklet, identifying those alumni who qualified as donors under the 
criteria earlier established. Each such donor was assigned a code number -
the numerical sequence began at 100 and ended at 699 - and a suffix "B" 
was added to the numerical code. The "B" denoted to the researcher the 
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donor status, and the computer had been pre-programmed to so identify a 
code "B" as a donor. 
The remaining alumni, by year, were then assigned numbers beginning 
with 000 and extending to 999. The researcher, using a table of random 
digits, then selected a number of non-donors from each booklet in an 
amount approximately equal to the number of donors previously identified .. 
This technique - a stratified random sampling - was used to provide great-
er precision in estimating the characteristics of the two groups and im-
prove the power of the Chi square test. The number of donors and non-
donors being relatively equal to each other thus became proportional to 
the total stratum of the population. The strata-year of graduation, com-
bined with the pre-known knowledge of donor versus non-donor, was deter-
mined by the computer. 11 The result of this technique provided a census 
of the donor group, since all were selected. The equal number of non-
donors became a sample, randomly drawn from a population of non-donors. 
It was expected that this population would replicate the total universe 
of Loyola alumni. 
As each non-donor was selected by use of the Table of Random Digits, 
he or she was also assigned a numerical designation, beginning at 100 and 
extending to 699. The suffix "A" was added to the numerical code and 
designated the non-donor status. 
The subjects thus represented were either the entire population of 
alumni who met the donor criterion, or an equal number of non-donors, as 
defined, randomly selected on a stratified sarr,ple basis. Each of the 
11Engelhart, }feth<:?!-is of Educational Research, p. 309. 
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subject's name, address, and code number were transferred to individual 
3 x 5 cards which became the master file. The master file was segregated 
again into subjects by donor, or non-donor, classification, by year of 
graduation, and alphabetized within the annual grouping. This procedure 
yielded a sample sufficient to satisfy the "N" required from the follow-
ing statistical determination. 
1. The sample had to have some precision if the results of the 
study were to be worthwhile. We chose to limit the variation of the 
true proportion of donors to non-donors to within 5 percent (± .05). 
Thus, the research consisted of a sample N of such size that the result-
ing data yielded a proportion of donors with+ .05 of the true universe. 
If prior research showed the donors were 20 percent of the total, we 
could be sure that the true total might be between 15 and 25 percent. 
2. Since it was possible to construct a sample which would have 
a skewed population, it was necessary to assign an acceptable probabili-
ty to such chance. For this study, the author was willing to take a 5 
in 100 (1 in 20) chance that the results of the sample would accurately 
replicate, within .05, the true population proportions. The resultant 
became a two tailed test where t is the abscissa of the normal curve 
that cuts off an area~ at the tails, such that t = .95 and~= .05. 
3. In order to utilize the equation for determining "N", we had 
to assign a guess of what the proportions in the sample might be. From 
the pilot study, it appeared that the proportion of the donors lie 
between 10 and 30 percent of all in the population. 
jP 
from Ill 
from #2 
d (some margin of error in the estimated proportion p 
of donors) = .05 
t (the abscissa of the normal curve that results from 
cutting off an area x at the tails where ~ is an 
assigned probability) = 2 
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from 113 p (an advanced estimate of p) where q is the proportion 
d = .05 
reciprocal p + q = 1 
p = .30 
N 
0 
q = 1- p = .70 
= 22 (.30)(.70) 
(.05) 2 
= (4)(.21) = 336 12 
.0025 
t = 2 
With an N of 336, we could with a 1 in 20 chance, be sure that the sam-
a 
ple proportion of donors would be within + 5 percent of the true popula-
tion. However, the above would be correct only if all 336 responses 
were usable and returned. The researcher assumed a maximum response of 
33 percent of a mailed questionnaire and used the following: 
.33 X 336 
x = 1018 mailed questionnaires were necessary to obtain a 
minimum of 336 valid responses. 
12William G. Cochran, Sampling Techniques, (~ew York: Wiley & 
Sons, Inc., 2nd edition, 1963), pp. 71-75. 
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DATA COLLECTION 
Once the master file was established, and the numbers of subjects 
checked to satisfy the statistically required "N", the master file be-
came the mailing list for the experiment. Each of the subjects received 
a color coded mail questionnaire. Blue was used to denote donors, and 
pink, non-donors. Each of the questionnaires, whether blue or pink, 
were identical with regard to the questions asked. However, to preclude 
the possibility that marriage had occurred among at least several alumns, 
and that one family might receive differently colored questionnaires, 
and also to account for responses of the questionnaire, all question-
naires had an individually numbered code (being a numeric and alphabetic 
designation) manually typed on each form. This code was "hidden" in a 
Form #. See sample in Appendix B, p. 135. Of the 509 responses, only 
one subject obliterated the code number. 
A cover letter accompanied the questionnaire as well as a pre-
addressed, pre-stamped envelope. The cover letter established the need 
to the university of the study. It was authored and signed by the 
Chancellor of the University, James F. Maguire, S.J. A copy of the let-
ter may be found in Appendix B, p. 134. The cover letter identified the 
researcher as a doctoral student and a former employee of the university. 
The return address on the envelope was the author's own address in Wiscon-
sin. It was hoped that the combination of the Chancellor's authority and a 
"third" party doctoral student, with no il.11Il1ediate ties to the Alumni 
Association or to the Development Office, would allay suspicion and in-
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crease response. 
As the questionnaires were returned, their color codi~g and identi-
fication number permitted accounting of responses. A second mailing was 
pre-planned, two weeks after the initial mailing, to those who had not 
yet responded. The second cover letter, authored by the researcher, in-
dicated that it was simply a general follow-up procedure. The combina-
tion of the two mailings yielded 448 usable responses and satisfied the 
requirement for further statistical manipulation. 
The questionnaire, as detailed above, was in part designed to 
facilitate coding and keypunching. As the questionnaires were returned, 
their codes were matched to the corresponding number in the master file. 
The 3 x 5 card with that number was then pulled and sent to keypunch as 
data card #1. When the master file card was returned from keypunching, 
the researcher then, using coding sheets, listed the responses to the 
questionnaire onto data card #2. The giving pattern as shown on the 
original computer listing received from the University, became the source 
information for data card #3. The three-card deck resulting for each of 
the received responses became the data base for each respondent. The en-
tire data base numbered over 1350 data cards. The three-card deck was 
constructed so that the master file code number was the control point. 
This factor was added as a safety precaution to insure confidentiality. 
The data cards, once keypunched and verified, were then placed into 
a sorter and reassembled on the basis of the code number. 
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COMPUTERIZATION 
The computerization of the responses was performed in two phases. 
The first phase was the sorting and registering, or counting, of the 
various answers to the questionnaire. Phase two consisted of entering 
the assembled information into the computer for Chi square testing. 
Phase I yielded a pre-programmed display, see Appendix B, which 
showed code number, name, address, responses to the questionnaire and 
giving patterns. This information was then data processed through 
various sorts to place the material into a compilation display for 
totals. From these totals, the contingency tables were constructed 
which were the basis for Phase II, and the testing of the null hypotheses. 
In order to determine significance of data, the following analysis 
was used: 
Testing the null hypothesis of independence is equivalent to 
testing the hypothesis that the probability of drawing a person 
who falls into cell i i of the contingency table is equal to the 
product of the probability that the person belongs to any cell 
in row ~ and1§he probability that he belongs to any cell in column~· ... 
The study used nominal measurement of two modes of classification - donor 
and non-donor. The frequencies of the various responses to the question-
naire were tabulated in contingency table form. 
13
cene V. Glass and Julian C. Stanley, Statistical Methods in 
Education and Psychology, (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 
Inc., 1970), p. 330. 
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The null hypothesis tested was that the two modes of classification 
upon which the contingency tables are based were independent. Valid re-
spouses from the sample yielded: 
13 2x2 tables 
10 2x3 tables 
4 2x5 tables 
2 2x6 tables 
1 2x7 table 
30 total tables for each set of questionnaires returned. 
Using the GE Mark IV time sharing terminal, the data was inputed 
* to STATSYSTEH Chi square test for N-way contingency tables. Probabi.li-
ties of chance occurrence of the calculated value of Chi square as well 
as the probabilities of obtaining that level of Chi square were explored 
at the 95 percent confidence interval (.05 significance). If the null 
hypotheses had significant relationships, the calculated versus the ex-
pected, or normal, Chi square distributions indicated which were the 
areas of significance. 
What the researcher looked for was the discrepancy between the dis-
tribution value of Chi square and the tabled value. The Colorado Univer-
sity study compared the calculated value with a Chi square significance 
at both the .05 and .10 levels. A .01 level could have eliminated most 
correlations as a result of this study. It was my intent to compare at 
.05 in an effort to demonstrate reliable validity that the occurrence 
,.;ent beyond chance probability. The computer was programmed to check 
all tests against this level of significance. 
* STATSYSTEM - is an acronym for Statistical Analysis System, a commercial 
computer program package, copyright 1974, by the General Electric Company, 
U.S.A. 
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The typical data out-put for STATSYSTEM and attendant tables may be 
found in Chapter IV, p. 51£. 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
2 Two Chi square (X ) statistical procedures were used to test the 
hypotheses. The first test of Chi square was on contingency tables es-
tablished from the data where there were more than 2 columns of classi-
fications and 2 rows or where a 2 x 3 or greater contingency table had 
at least 5 expected observations per cell. The second Chi square test 
applied to the data involved the Yates continuity correction to Chi square. 
This test was applied to all 2 x 2 contingency tables and to any table 
where the cells had to be collapsed to a 2 x 2 analysis as a result of 
fewer than 5 expected observations in any cell. All preliminary data was 
coded and put through the computer in an initial 2 x k contingency classi-
fication table. ~fhile the STATSYSTEM is not pre-programmed to eliminate 
or discriminate calculations for observed cell frequencies of 5 or less, 
sufficient information in the literature (see below) exists to make the 
Yates correction necessary if the results are to be considered valid. 
The data from the questionnaire yielded nominal measures of units 
which were classified in two modes - donor and non-donor. The null hy-
potheses which were tested were that the modes of classifications repre-
sented by the data in various contingency tables were based independent 
of one another. 
The hypothesis of independence utilizing Chi square requires that 
the testor compare the results of observed frequencies of distribution 
with an expected frequency distribution. As N in the observations became 
' 
.,.;; 
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large, it would be expected that the observations would more nearly ap-
proximate a standard distribution. Discrepancies from the expected, or 
normal, distribution should be small if the hypothesis is true. Large 
discrepancies had 'to be examined on a probability basis to determine if 
it (the discrepancy) could have occurred by chance. The formula for a 
typical 2 x 3 contingency table was: 
Step 1. Determine expected frequencies by cell from observed data 
by way of: 
n p 11 = nl. 
n p 12 = nl. 
n P 13 = nl. 
n p 21 
n p 22 = n 2. 
n.l 
x--
n 
n. 2 
x--
n 
n.3 
x--
n 
n.l 
n 
n.2 
x--
n 
23 n.3 np ==n x--2. n 
Step 2. Application of statistic following: 
x2 = Lil:j (nij - npij) 2 
npij 
Step 3. Determination of degrees of freedom and level of signi-
f.. 14 1.cance: 
14
·r Y S . . A I d 1 aro amane, tatJ.st1.cs, n ntro uctory Ana ysis, (Ne~J York: 
Harper and Row, 1967), p. 629. 
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1,5 16 17 18 Yamane cites three authors, Cramer, Snedecor, and Walker 
relative to the minimum number of expected frequencies per cell as 
follows: 
Cramer states that when the expected frequencies are larger than 
10, we have a good approximation. Snedecor states that when the 
observed2frequencies are less than 5 in any cell, the approximation to the X distribution becomes poor. H. Walker sets up as a prac-
tical rule of thumb, that when there are 2 or more degree~ of free-
dom, and when each cell has 5 or more observations, the X table 
gives a good approximation to the exact probabilities. 
Yamane espoused the rule that the expected frequencies in each cell 
should be 5 at least. 19 Langley cites Yates and says, '' .... Yates found 
that the corres~ondence between the answers was good in the case of large 
contingency tables (3 x 1 or more), but was definitely bad in the case of 
2 x 2 tables." 20 
15 Yamane, Statistics, An Introductory Analysis, p. 631. 
16Henry Cramer, Mathematical Methods of Statistics, (Princeton, 
New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1946). 
17 George W. Snedecor, Statistical ~1ethods, (Ames, Iowa: Iowa 
State University Press, 1956, 5th edition). 
18 Helen M. Walker and Joseph Lev, Statistical Infere:nce, (New York: 
Henry Holt & Company, 1953). 
19 . Yamane, Statistics, An Introductory Analysis, p. 631. 
20 Russell Langley, Practical Statistics Simply Explained, (New 
York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1970), p. 285. 
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Based on the above, and the earlier mentioned preliminary computer 
run, the author applied the Yates correction to all 2 x 2 contingency 
tables in the experiment. Also, where cells were found to have a calcu-
lated expected frequency of less than 5 per cell, classifications were 
combined and the degrees of freedom reduced accordingly. Several 2 x 3 
and 2 x 4 tables had classifications moderated to conform to the 5 ex-
pected rule and became 2 x 2 tables. The formula for the Yates correc-
tion follows from Langley: 
x2 =LiLj ([nij- npij]- 1/2) 2 
npij 21 
Since there seemed to be variation of assessing Yates correction, 
the critical reader may be interested in Engelhart, 
When obtaining x2 by the procedure defined by Formula 9.19 and 
the smallest expected frequency is between 5 and 10, subtract 
.5 from each observed frequency which is greater than the cor-
responding expected frequency and add .5 to each observed fre-
quency which is less than the2zxpected one before subtracting 
and squaring the differences. 
Chapter III has covered the methodology of this study. In Chapter 
IV, the results of this research will be reported. 
21 Langley, Practical Statistics Simply Explained, p. 286. 
22 Engelhart, Methods of Educational Research, p. 269. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The primary objective of this study was to deterntine if discernible 
differences exist between groups of donor, and non-donor, alumni of a 
private, urban institution of higher education. Studied were character-
istics of knovm contributors and non-contributors in relation to three 
general areas: 
1. Personal characteristics such as sex, age, date of graduation, 
fareily size, family income, advanced degree status, religion, alumni club 
activity, et cetera. 
2. Use, as undergraduates, of student personnel sponsored activi-
ties, such as academic and social organizations, student publications, 
resident programs, intramurals and inter-collegiate activities. 
3. Use, as undergraduates, of student personnel sponsored services 
such as admissions counseling or orientation, campus ministry, personal 
or vocational counseling, financial aids, university health programs, 
and international student activities. 
Utilizing a Chi. square test, significant differences between the two 
groups, on the basis of the above three main areas, were explored and 
identified. In accordance with the goals of this study, it was hoped that 
certain characteristics, use of student services, or participation in 
student personnel services could be found \·rhich would readily predict 
future success in alumni philanthropic efforts. 
It was also a goal of the study to lj_nk the value of student per-
sonnel sponsored activities and programs with later alumni philanthropy. 
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It was considered that such a link might demonstrate accountability of 
a high order. 
RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS 
Null Hypothesis I: that there is no significant difference be-
tween groups of alumni based on certain personal characteristics and 
alumni giving. 
Null Hypothesis II: that there is no significant difference be-
tween groups of alumni, who as undergraduates, participated in student 
personnel sponsored activities, and later alumni financial support. 
Null Hypothesis III: that there is no significant difference 
between groups of alumni, who as undergraduates, utilized services 
sponsored by student personnel workers, and later philanthropic alumni 
actions. 
REVIE~J OF THE LITERATURE 
The literature review was conducted on a macro-to-micro basis. 
The historical background of philanthropy in this country was traced 
from colonial to present time. The influence of the philanthropic 
motive on the American society was examined. Particularly noted was 
the evolvement of philanthropy in this country from its initial stage 
of private givers to private causes to its present private givers to 
public needs. Men such as Cotton Mather, Benjamin Franklin, John D. 
Rockefeller, Sr., and John D. Rockefeller, III, were illustrative of 
the phases philanthropy passed through. The dimensions of today's 
philanthropic effort were drawn. Philanthropic sources as v1ell as 
recipients we.re detailed. The decline of philanthropy's size was 
also examined. 
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The plight of modern private institutions of higher education was 
established. The stark fact of the closing of 150 such institutions 
since 1969 was made. The dependence of these colleges and universi-
ties on philanthropy was established; as philanthropic support dimin-
ishes, their need increases. 
FORMAT OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Following Edward K. Strong, Jr.'s earlier work on questionnaire 
construction, this questionnaire was designed to elicit maximum per-
sonal information from the respondents. He states, "To accomplish this, 
it is important to start with the easiest questions and to reserve to 
the end the most difficult questions, particularly those to which the 
recipient may object."1 Consequently the questionnaire, and the results 
discussed below, do not fall neatly into order on the basis of the hypo-
thesis tested. The questions, and their corresponding hypothesis are 
as follows: 
Hypothesis I Questions #1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, and 10 
(and their sub-parts) 
Hypothesis II Question II 6-a 
Hypothesis III Question II 6-b 
TABULAR RESULTS OF THE RESEARCH 
For the reader's convenience, Table #1 below presents in condensed 
tabular form the results of the Chi square test of difference, as well 
as the probability level ("p" level) for each of the questions, by hypo-
thesis. 
1 Edward K. Strong, Jr. Psychological Aspects of Business, (New 
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1938), p. 414. 
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Results of tests, significant at, or below, the .05 level, are asterisked. 
TABLE /11 
HYPOTHESIS I 
Computer 
Degrees Extrapolation 
of Chi square Probability 
Question II Topic Freedom Test Result Level 
1-a. Age 2 3.4427 .1787 
1-b. Sex 1 0.9175 .3381 
1-c. Marital Status 1 0. 3877 .5335 
1-d. Citizen Data insufficient for testing 
2-a. Spouse Alumni 2 0.4608 . 79LI2 
2-b. No. of Children 4 1.8339 .7663 
2-c. Spouse Employed 2 2.7583 .2518 
2-c.(alt.) Spouse Employed 1 2.3498 .1253 
3-a. Under grad Degree 2 1.1333 .5674 
3-b. College 1 
* 
4.9400 .0262 
3-c. Time Since Grad. 4 6.8084 .1464 
3-d. Hajor 3 6.1431 .1048 
4-a. Grad. Degree 2 1. 9958 .3687 d" 
4-b. From Loyola Data insufficient for testing 
5-a. Scholarship 2 1. 4566 .4827 
5-b. Other aid 1 0.9958 .3183 
5-c. Type 2 1. 0032 .6056 
5-d. Job through 
Placement 1 
* 
4.2580 .0391 
7. Religious 
Preference ') 
* 
17 .02tf5 .0002 ... 
8-a. Area Alumni Club 2 1.3848 .5004 
8-b. Hember 1 
* 
6.2964 .0121 
8-c. Charitable 
Contributions l 0.5885 .4430 
9-a. Parents Alums 1 0. 0110 .916.5 
9-b. Spouse Alums ·~ 0.4038 .8172 "-
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Question II 
9-c. 
Topic 
Degrees 
of 
Freedom 
Chi square 
Test Results 
Computer 
Extrapolation 
Probability 
Level 
Parents Contri-
bute Data insufficient for testing 
10-a. 
10-b. 
10-c. 
10-d. 
Self-employed 
Retired 
Your Income 
Spouse's Income 
HYPOTHESIS II 
1 1. 9236 
Data insufficient for testing 
6 
5 
10.9244 
8.1957 
6-a. S.P.W. Activities 3 * 8.3181 
HYPOTHESIS III 
6-b. S.P.W. Services 2 * 8.2392 
.1655 
.0907 
.1458 
.0399 
.0163 
In examining the information above, note that the p value indicates 
trends of significance between the two groups tested as well as areas of 
investigation where the two groups responded with some homogeneity. The 
rationale for each question asked, a narrative analysis of the answers 
and reproductions of the STATSYSTEM outputs are presented by hypothesis, 
by question or question clusters, in the following pages. 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS OF HYPOTHESIS I 
Question #1-a sought to determine if there was a significant 
difference between the donor, and non-donor groups, on the basis of 
age. The Filer Commission states, 
The survey shows that the old give more than the young: average 
annual giving for someone in the 18 to 24-yea~-old range was 
$60 compared to $742 for someone 75 or older. 
2Giving in America, Report of the Commission on Private Philanthropy 
and Public Needs, Chairman. John H. Filer (Washington, D.C.: 1975), p. 56. ,, I' 
Similarly, Broms and Davis found, 
Question 29 and Exhibit IV shows that the number of givers grows 
steadily larger with increasin§ age, whereas the non-givers' 
group grew steadily smaller ... 
This research does not confirm the findings made in either of the 
cited studies. Inspection of Table #2 (below) indicates a preponder-
ance of respondents in both groups were age 40 years or less. The 
distribution of respondents on an age bracket percent basis is almost 
similar for the two groups. The p value shows a trend (.1787) toward 
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some difference, but the test result is not significant at the .05 level. 
TABLE #2 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Age Number Percent Number Percent 
21-30 22 7.64 17 10.62 
31-40 255 88.54 132 82.50 
41-50 9 3.13 11 6.88 
51-60 2 .69 0 0.00 
Over 60 0 0.00 0 0.00 
N = 288 100.00 N = 160 100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM - 2 
Observed Expected Contribution 
Variable Case II Frequency yrequency to Chi Square. 
1-a. Donor 1 22 25.0714 0.3763 
1-a. Donor 2 255 248.7857 0.1552 
1-a. Donor 3 11 14.1429 0.6984 
1-a. Non-Donor 1 17 13.9286 0.6773 
1-a. Non-Donor 2 132 138.2143 0.2794 
1-a. Non-Donor 3 11 7. 85 71 1. 2571 
Total: 448.0000 3.4437 
3 Peter A. Broms and Kenneth L. Davis, "A Study of the Character-
istics of Consistent Alumni Givers and Non-Givers", (Masters thesis, 
University of Colorado, 1966), p. 20. 
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Sex of respondent (Question Ill-b.) was queried due to the conflict-
ing findings reported in the literature. The pilot study indicated, 
"Surprisingly, of the students who quaiified as both 'donor' and 'campus-
4 
active', 63.5 percent were female." However, McKee's study at Indiana 
University found, "The test of Hypothesis II indicates that there was no 
significant difference in contributors and non-contributors based on 
sex •.. "
5 Similarly Broms and Davis found that sex was not an area of 
significant difference between givers and non-givers. 6 Finally, Simpson-
Hirsch reports, "For various reasons, women--whether, 'involved' or 'non-
7 involved' ---provide much less support to Stanford than men." Upon 
examination of the data in Table #3, this research supports the latter 
view. Since 74 percent of all donors were male, compared with 69 percent 
male of all non-donors, the Chi square test failed to discern a difference 
on the basis of sex. 
4Appendix A, p. 127 
5Dale F. McKee, "An Analysis of Factors Which Affect Alumni Partici-
pation and Support," (Ed.D. dissertation, Indiana University, 1975), 
p. 117. 
6Broms and Davis, "A Study of the Characteristics of Consistent 
Alumni Givers", p. 12. 
7Albert Simpson and Julia Hirsch, "Evaluation of the Effect of 
Involvement in Stanford Alumni Association's Activities on the Gift 
Habits of Alumni," (Stanford University, 1968), p. 4. 
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TABLE 113 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Sex Number Percent Number Percent 
Male 212 73.61 111 69.38 
Female 76 26.39 49 30.62 
N = 288 100.00 N = 160 100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM - 1 
Observed Expected Contribution 
Variable Case If Frequency Frequency to Chi Square 
1-b. Donor 1 212 207.6429 0.0914 
1-b. Donor 2 76 80.3571 0.2363 
1-b. Non-Donor 1 111 115.3571 0 .16Lf6 
1-b. Non-Donor 2 49 44.6429 0.4253 
Total: 448.0000 0.9175 
Marital status similarly was not found to be a characteristic of 
significant difference when the Chi square test result was compared to 
the .OS level (Question #1-c.). The Colorado study, also investigating 
this relationship, found no positive association between giving and marital 
8 
status. The Stanford research found what appears to be a common-sense 
answer for test failure in this area. 
The reason is probably because in husband and wife giving, the gi~t 
is likely to go to the school of which the husband is an alumnus. 
As can be seen in Table #4, less than three percentage points separate 
the distribution. 
8Broms and Davis, "A Study of the Characteristics of Consistent 
Alumni Givers", p. 12. 
9
simpson and Hirsch, "Evaluation of the Effect of Involvement in 
Stanford Alumni Association's Activities", p. 7. 
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TABLE 114 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Marital 
Status Number Percent Number Percent 
Married 225 78.13 129 80.63 
Single 61 21.18 28 17.50 
Divorced 2 .69 3 1.87 
N = 288 100.00 N = 160 100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM - 1 
Observed Expected Contribution 
Variable Case II Frequency Frequency to Chi Square 
1-c. Donor 1 225 227.5714 0.0291 
1-c. Donor 2 63 60.4286 0.1094 
1-c. Non-Donor 1 129 126.4286 0.0523 
1-c. Non-Donor 2 31 33.5714 0.1970 
---Total: 448.0000 0. 3877 
None of the reported studies in the literature investigated u.s. 
citizenship (Question Ill-d.) as a possible determ:!.nant of alumni philan-
thropy. Yet the University, through the Dean of Student's office, funds 
and supports an International Student Advisor's office. It was conceiv-
able then that at least some of these alumni might have been represented 
in either "donor" or "non-donor" group. Since citizenship is relatively 
impossible to determine on the basis of surname alone, to say that the 
sampling precluded alumni of other than American citizenship, is not pro-
bable. Table #5 shows that none of the 448 respondents were other than 
U. S. citizens. Continued support of the International Student operation 
might be investigated on the basis on this study. 
U. S. Citizen 
Yes 
No 
Variable 
TABLE #5 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
N = 
288 
0 
288 
100.00 
o.oo 
100.00 N = 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 
Case It 
Observed 
Frequency 
Expected 
Frequency 
I I II I I NONE I I II I I 
160 
0 
160 
100.00 
0.00 
100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
Questions #2-a (Spouse Alumns?), #9-a (Parents Alumns?), #9-b 
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(Spouses' Parents Alumns?) and #9-c (Either Parent Contribute to the Insti-
tution?) were seen as separate characteristics which formed a natural 
cluster relating to institutional loyalty. It was hoped for, by the re-
searcher, that if at least two of the four areas were found to be of signi-
ficance at the .05 level that a trend or pattern of such loyalty could be 
established. Broms and Davis did find a difference between givers and non-
givers on the basis of spouses' attendance at the same institution. They 
state, 
This is probably due to the fact that when both husband and wife 
are alumni of the University10the ties that each feels toward the University are strengthened. 
None of the other studies tried to establish this institutional ethic 
pattern. 
10 Broms and Davis, "A Study of the Characteristics of Consistent 
Alumni Givers", p. 13. 
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As Table #6 shows, the percent of total donors whose spouse attend-
ed the University is 14, while slightly better than 15 percent of the non-
donor's total are alumni. No significant difference in the two groups can 
be established. 
TABLE #6 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Spouse 
Alumni Number Percent Number Percent 
Yes 41 14.23 25 15.63 
No 184 63.89 104 65.00 
N/A 63 21.88 31 19.37 
N = 288 100.00 N = 160 100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 2 
Observed Expected Contribution 
Variable Case # Frequency Frequency to Chi Square 
2-a. Donor 1 41 42.4286 0.0481 
2-a. Donor 2 184 185.1429 0.0071 
2-a. Donor 3 63 60.4286 0.1094 
2-a. Non-Donor 1 25 23.5714 0.0866 
2-a. Non-Donor 2 104 102.8571 0.0127 
2-a. Non-Donor 3 31 33.5714 0.1970 
Total: 448.0000 0.4608 
And when the question of parental alumni relationship is answered, the 
responses dwindle. Table #7 clearly shows that of 448 total respondents, 
only 19 from the two groups combined have parents who are alumni of the 
same institution. 
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TABLE 1t7 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Parents 
Alumni Number Percent Number Percent 
Yes 12 4.17 7 4.38 
No 276 95.83 153 95.62 
N 288 100.00 N = 160 100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 1 
Observed Expected Contribution 
Variable Case II Freg,uency Freguency to Chi Sauare 
9-a. Donor 1 12 12.2143 0.0038 
9-a. Donor 2 276 275.7857 0.0002 
9-a. Non-Donor 1 7 6.7857 0.0068 
9-a. Non-Donor 2 153 153.2143 0.0003 
Total: 448.0000 O.OllO 
Table #8 below displays the relationship of spouses whose parents 
were alumni of the same institution. Approximately one percent of each 
group so qualified. 
Spouse 
Parents 
Alumni 
Yes 
No 
N/A 
Variable 
9-b. Donor 
9-b. Donor 
9-b. Donor 
9-b. Non-Donor 
9-b. Non-Donor 
9-b. Non-Donor 
N = 
Case 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 
3 
TABLE 1/8 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
3 1.04 2 1.25 
224 77.78 128 80.00 
61 21.18 30 18.75 
288 100.00 N = 160 100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 2 
Observed Expected Contribution 
If Freguency Freguency to Chi Sguare 
3 3.2143 0. 0143 
224 226.2857 0.0231 
61 58.5000 0.1068 
2 1.7857 0.0257 
128 125.7143 0.0416 
30 32.5000 0.1923 
Total: 448.0000 0.4038 
Finally, the concept of alma mater loyalty, as demonst~ated by 
parents who contribute to the University, is non-significant in the re-
sults depicted in Table #9. Only 9 of the respondents when both 
donor and non-donor groups are combined -- indicate that either their, 
or their spouses' parents, support the institution financially. 
Parent 
Financial 
Support 
Yes 
No 
Don't Know 
N/A 
Variable 
TABLE #9 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
5 
4 
4 
275 
N = 288 
CHI 
Case # 
1. 74 4 
1.39 1 
1.39 4 
95.48 151 
100.00 N = 160 
SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 
Observed 
Frequency 
Expected 
Frequency 
I I I I I I NONE I I I I I I 
2.50 
.62 
2.50 
94.38 
100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
None of the above were found to be of significant difference as 
characteristics. which differentiate donors from non-donors. 
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Question #2-b. "Number of Children?", was asked in order to deter-
mine the family size of respondents. It was theorized by the researcher 
that a more positive attitude towards benevolence might exist among larger 
families. As the Michigan Survey reports, 
There is also greater participation by people with children, as 
chi~dren of£rn provide incentives for parents to help organi-
zat1ons ... 
11
"A Survey of Giving Behavior and Attitudes; Report on the Respon-
dents'', (Ann Arbor. Michigan: Institute for Social Research, 1975), p. 6. 
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However, as Table #10, indicates, there is no significant difference be-
tween groups identified as donors, from those identified as non-donos, 
on the basis of family size. The "N/A" in the table represents those 
who indicated that they were both single and had no children. 
Number of 
Children 
0 
1 - 2 
3 - 4 
5 and over 
N/A 
Variable 
2-b. Donor 
2-b. Donor 
2-b. Donor 
2-b. Donor 
2-b. Donor 
2-b. Non-Donor 
2-b. Non-Donor 
2-b. Non-Donor 
2-b. Non-Donor 
2-b. Non-Donor 
TABLE #10 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
32 
89 
88 
18 
61 
N 288 
CHI 
Case II 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
11.11 15 
30.90 54 
30.56 49 
6.25 14 
21.18 28 
100.00 N = 160 
SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 
Observed 
Frequency 
32 
89 
88 
18 
61 
4 
Expected 
Frequency 
30.2143 
91.2857 
88.0714 
20.5714 
57.8571 
15 16.7857 
54 50.7143 
49 48.9286 
14 11.4286 
28 32.1429 
Total: 448.0000 
9.37 
33.75 
30.63 
8.75 
17.50 
100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
0.1055 
0.0572 
0.0001 
0.3214 
0.1707 
0.1900 
0.1030 
0.0001 
0.5786 
0.3073 
1.8339 
Question #2-c - Is Spouse Employed? - was used as a qualifier for 
Question #10-d - Spouse's Income. As is explained below in the narrative 
on Question #10-c and d, a build~up of information was deemed to be most 
appropriate for obtaining the desired information relative to family in-
come. ~fuen the results of the test of significance for direct answers 
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from the respondents are tabulated (See Table #11 below), the calculated 
x2 = 2.76. This yields a p value of .2518, which is neither significant 
at the .05 level, or apparently indicative of a trend. 
Spouse 
Employed 
Yes 
No 
N/A 
Variable 
2-c. Donor 
2-c. Donor 
2-c. Donor 
2-c. Non-Donor 
2-c. Non-Donor 
2-c. Non-Donor 
N = 
Case 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 
3 
TABLE 1111 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
91 31.60 
134 46.53 
63 21.87 
288 100.00 N = 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICAl~CE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 2 
Observed Expected 
63 
66 
31 
160 
tf Frequency Frequency 
91 99.0000 
134 128.5714 
63 60.4286 
63 55.0000 
66 71.4286 
31 33.5714 
Total: 448.0000 
39.38 
41.25 
19.37 
100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
0.6465 
0.2292 
0.1094 
1.1636 
0.4126 
0.1970 
2.7583 
However, when the responses are reclassified into affirmative (yes) 
and negative (no) and the "N/A" category is dropped, the results reduce to 
x2 = 2.3499 with 1 d.f. This yields a p = .1253 which, while still not 
significant at .05, displays a definite trend. See Table tfl2 below. 
TABLE 1112 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Spouse 
Employed Number Percent Number Percent 
Yes 
No 
N = 
91 
134 
225 
CHI 
Variable Case 
2-c. Donor (alt.) 1 
2-c. Donor (alt.) 2 
2-c. Non-Donor (alt.) 1 
2-c. Non-Donor (alt.) 2 
Question #3-a, 3-b 
build-up supporting data 
40.40 63 48.80 
59.60 66 51.20 
100.00 N = 129 100.00 
SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 1 
Observed Expected Contribution 
:ff Frequency Frequency to Chi Square 
91 97.8814 0.4838 
134 127.1186 0.3725 
63 56.1186 0.8438 
66 72.8814 0.6497 
Total: 354.0000 2.3498 
and 3-d were asked in an attempted effort to 
for responses to the inquiry on "Graduate De-
gree?" (Question #4-a) and "If Yes, From Loyola?" (Question 114-b). As 
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demonstrated below they, 3-a, -b, and -d, were the right questions to ask, 
but not for the reasons anticipated. 
The published studies on alumni and giving used in this research 
were unanimous in the value placed on a graduate degree. McKee found, 
Alumni who earned a combination of a baccalaureate and a graduate 
degree indicated a !2eater tendency to contribute than alumni in 
other categories ... 
12McKee, "An Analysis of Factors Which Affect Alumni Participation 
and Support", p. 116. 
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Similarly Broms and Davis state, 
The answer to the above question illustrates the fact that g1v1ng 
tends to increase with the level of education. It appears that 13 good giving is further related to receiving a graduate degree ... 
And the Standford study revealed that " ..• graduate students give three 
f . 11 14 to our t1mes more ... 
Table #13 does indicate that 36 to 38 percent of the alumni of the 
institution possess a graduate degree depending on donor and non-donor 
group. But the similarity of distribution of responses obviated a signi-
ficant difference which is confirmed by the Chi square test. 
Graduate 
Degree 
Yes 
No 
In Process 
N 
Variable Case 
4-a. Donor 1 
4-a. Donor 2 
4-a. Donor 3 
4-a. Non-Donor 1 
4-a. Non-Donor 2 
4-a. Non-Donor 3 
TABLE i/13 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
104 36.11 62 
164 56.94 82 
20 6.95 16 
288 100.00 N = 160 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 2 
Observed Expected 
II Frequency Frequency 
104 106.7143 
164 158.1429 
20 23.1429 
62 59.2857 
82 87.8571 
16 12.8571 
Total: 448.0000 
---
38.75 
51.25 
10.00 
100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
0.0690 
0.2169 
0.4268 
0.1.243 
0.3905 
0.7683 
---1.9958 
13Broms and Davis, "A Study of the Characteristics of Consistent 
Alumni Givers", p. 14. 
14Simpson and Htrsch, "Evaluation of the Effect of Involvement in 
Stanford Alumni Association's Activities", p. 4. 
When thoqe who had answered in the affirmative to Question #4-a. 
Graduate Degree - were segregated on the basis of granting institution 
(Loyola or other), only five (5) of the total 166 responders received 
both degrees from the same institution. As Table #14 below indicates, 
this information was insufficient for testing. 
TABLE tll4 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Graduate Degree 
From Loyola Number Percent Number Percent 
Yes 
No 
Variable 
N = 
2 1.92 
102 98.08 
104 100.00 N = 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 
3 
59 
62 
Case II 
Observed 
Frequency 
Expected 
Frequency 
I I I I II NONE I I I I I 
4.84 
95.16 
100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
The data in this research does not confirm prior studies where 
alumni giving and graduate degree were positively associated. 
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Question #3-a regarding undergraduate degree is restricted in ans-
wer to B.A, B.S, or B.B.A. - the only three undergraduate degrees offer-
ed at the time of the study. As earlier stated, it was hoped that if 
significance was established in the graduate degree question, the type 
of undergraduate degree might have provided additional clues or patterns. 
As Table 1115 below indicates in the "Percent" display, lit·cle variation 
is noted on the basis of degree award between donor and non-donor groups. 
Type of 
Undergraduate 
Degree 
BA 
BS 
BBA 
N = 
Variable Case 
3-a. Donor 1 
3-a. Donor 2 
3-a. Donor 3 
3-a. Non-Donor 1 
3-a. Non-Donor 2 
3-a. Non-Donor 3 
TABLE filS 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
71 24.65 39 
191 66.32 111 
26 9.03 10 
288 100.00 N = 160 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 2 
Observed Expected 
ft Frequency Frequency 
71 70.7143 
191 194.1429 
26 23.1429 
39 39.2857 
111 107.8571 
10 12.8571 
Total 448.0000 
24.38 
69.38 
6.25 
100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
0.0012 
0.0509 
0.3527 
0.0021 
0.0916 
0.6349 
----1.1333 
When respondents were asked to indicate graduation from either 
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the College of Arts and Sciences or the School of Business, the results 
did show a significant difference. As inspection of Table #16 shows, 
"Arts" graduates were a smaller percent of donors than were the non-
donor "Arts" graduates. Conversely, more "Business" graduates were donors 
'1 
than non-donors. On the basis of the calculation, X4 = 4.9400 is signi-
ficant at the .05 level. Thus, a statistically significant difference 
exists between the Donor and Non-Donor groups when classified according 
to undergraduate college. 
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Undergraduate 
College 
Arts 
Business 
Variable 
3-b. Donor 
3-b. Donor 
3-b. Non-Donor 
3-b. Non-Donor 
Finally 
N 
Case 
1 
2 
1 
2 
TABLE 1tl6 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
175 60.76 
113 39.24 
288 100.00 N = 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOH: 1 
Observed Expected 
II Frequency Frequency 
175 185.7857 
113 102.2143 
114 103.2143 
46 56.7857 
Total 448.0000 
114 
46 
160 
71.25 
28.75 
100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
0.6262 
1.1381 
1.1271 
2.0486 
4.9400 
Question #3-d was intended to help reinforce findings of 
114-a. and -b, and 113-a. and -b. Its results did not demonstrate a reliable 
correlation basis. The results do reinforce the trend demonstrated in #3-b 
above, however Table 1117 upon examination indicates close parallels in 
the distribution of respondents on the basis of major to Table #16 and 
college. "Arts" majors tend to be a smaller percent of the total donor 
group when compared to a greater percent of "Arts" majors in the non-
donor group. ''Business" majors are a proportionate larger group among 
donors than they are in the non-donor group. 2 The X of 6.1431 yields a 
p of .1048 -- statistically significant at the .10 level. 
TABLE 1117 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Undergraduate 
Degree Number Percent Number Percent 
---
Arts 112 38.89 76 47.49 
Business 117 40.63 50 31.25 
Education 21 7.29 17 10.63 
Physical Sciences 38 13.19 17 10.63 
N = 288 100.00 N = 160 100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 3 
Observed Expected Contribution 
Variable Case ft Frequency Frequency to Chi Square 
3-d. Donor 1 112 120.8571 0.6491 
3-d. Donor 2 117 107.3571 0.8661 
3-d. Donor 3 21 24.4286 0.4812 
3-d. Donor 4 38 35.3571 0.1975 
3-d. Non-Donor 1 76 67.1429 1.1684 
3-d. Non-Donor 2 50 59.6429 1. 5590 
3-d. Non-Donor 3 17 13.5714 0.8662 
3-d. Non-Donor 4 17 19.6429 0.3556 
Total 448.0000 6.1431 
Time lapse since graduation was the focus of Question ff3-c. At 
Stanford it was learned that, 
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This study also revealed, not surprisingly, that both percentage 
of participation and size of gift tend to increase with length of 
time out of school Is up to about 10 to 15 years out of school, 
and then it varies. 
Table f/18 does show a similar pattern among the "Donor" group of in-
creasing participation up to the 12th year and then a gradual decline. 
15Ibid, p. 7. 
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\-.Then the last two categories - 13 to 14 years and 15 and over - are 
combined, 27 percent of the donor group is so represented compared to 
almost 39 percent of the non-donor group. 
While the Chi square result of this test did not establish a value 
significant at the .05 level, the p of .1464 is relatively low. This 
result would tend to show a practical significance between donor and non-
donor groups when stratified along time lapse since graduation. 
TABLE !!18 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Years Since 
Graduation Number Percent Number Percent 
less than 8 49 17.01 23 14.38 
9 - 10 75 26.04 33 20.62 
11- 12 85 29.51 42 26.25 
13 - 14 48 16.67 34 21.25 
15 and over 31 10.77 28 17.50 
N = 288 100.00 N = 160 100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 4 
Observed Expected Contribution 
Variable Case If Frequency Frequency to Chi Square 
3-c. Donor 1 49 46.2857 0.1592 
3-c. Donor 2 75 69.4286 o. !•471 
3-c. Donor 3 85 81.6!+29 0.1380 
3-c. Donor 4 48 52.7143 0.4216 
3-c. Donor 5 31 37.9286 1. 2657 
3-c. Non-Donor 1 23 25.7143 0.2865 
3-c. Non-Donor .., 33 38.5714 0.8048 ,(.. 
3-c. Non-Donor 3 42 45.3571 0.248.5 
3-c. Non-Donor 4 34 29.2857 0.7589 
3-c. Non-Donor 5 28 21.0714 2.2782 
Total: 448.0000 6.8084 
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Question 115-a, 5-b and 5-c sought information relative to the im-
pact financial aids or scholarship had on later alumni financial support. 
In the Colorado Study, Brems and Davis found, 
In reviewing the responses to this question, it was learned that 
22% of the non-givers as contrasted with 31% of the givers receiv-
ed financial aid £grough the university. This is only significant 
at the .10 level. 
Responses to "Did you attend on a scholarship?" (Question 5-a.) 
are presented in Table II 19 below. The distribution of responses indicate 
that less than 10 percent of the combined respondents attended the insti-
tution on a scholarship. An almost identical 78 percent of each of the 
donor, and non-donor, groups did not. Upon testing, no significant dif-
ference exists between the two groups on this basis. 
Scholarship 
Yes 
No 
In Part 
Variable 
5-a. Donor 
5-a. Donor 
5-a. Donor 
5-a. Non-Donor 
5-a. Non-Donor 
5-a. Non-Donor 
N = 
Case 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 
3 
TABLE iftl9 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number 
18 6.25 14 
226 78.47 126 
44 15.28 20 
288 100.00 N = 160 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOH: 2 
Observed Expected 
t! Frequency Frequency 
18 20.5714 
226 226.2857 
44 41.1429 
14 11.4286 
126 125.7143 
20 22.8571 
Total: 448.0000 
Percent 
8.75 
78.75 
12.50 
----100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
0.3214 
0.0004 
0.1984 
0.5786 
0.0006 
0.3571 
1.4566 
16Broms and Davis, "A Study of the Characteristics of Consistent 
Alumni Givers", p. 16. 
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When the same groups were asked to indicate if they had received 
financial assistance, other than a scholarship, their responses also 
proved to be a non-significant difference, as presented below. 
Other 
Financial 
Aid 
Yes 
No 
N = 
Variable Case 
5-b. Donor 1 
5-b. Donor 2 
5-b. Non-Donor 1 
5-b. Non-Donor 2 
TABLE #20 
DONOR 
Number Percent 
21 7.29 
267 92.71 
288 100.00 N = 
NON-DONOR 
Number 
16 
144 
160 
Percent 
10.00 
90.00 
---100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 1 
Observed Expected Contribution 
If Frequency Frequency to Chi Square 
21 23.7857 0.3263 
267 264.2143 0.0294 
16 13.2143 0.5873 
144 146.7857 0.0529 
Total: 448.0000 0.9958 
For those who did receive other than scholastic aid, the most fre-
quently cited vehicle was the National Defense Student Loan Program - see 
Table #21. The alumni who participated in this survey - both donor and 
non-donor - over-whelmingly received little economic assistance from the 
institution. 
Type of 
Other A·d ::J...-
Loan 
Work StudY 
Other 
N/A 
N = 
Variable Case 
5-c. Donor 1 
5-c. Donor 2 
5-c. Donor 3 
5-c. Non-Donor 1 
5-c. Non-Donor 2 
5-c. Non-Donor 3 
TABLE #21 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
15 5.21 10 
1 .35 2 
5 1. 74 4 
267 92.70 144 
288 100.00 N = 160 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 2 
Observed Expected 
II Frequency Frequency 
16 18.0000 
5 5.7857 
267 264.2143 
12 10.0000 
4 3.2143 
144 146.7857 
Total: 448.0000 
6.25 
1.25 
2.50 
90.00 
100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
0.2222 
0.1067 
0.0294 
0.4000 
0.1921 
0.0529 
1. 0032 
one of the two hypotheses of the pilot study was, "Undergraduate 
students who obtain employment through university facilities were more 
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loyal alumni donors than those graduates who did not use university place-
'1' . "17 ment fac:l- I.tJ.es. The resulcs of that study appeared to show that 
there w~S no relationship between use of the placement facility and alumni 
giving. Similarly, the two researchers at Colorado found no significant 
differe~ce between groups of givers and non-givers, on the basis of ob-
18 
tainmen t: of job through placement. However, in 197!f, 3600 students 
responde=d to a 104-item questionnaire on their attitudes toward the ex-
17 .APPENDIX A, p. 122. 
18oP CIT, P. 12. 
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periences at the institution under study. Prominent among the findings 
of the results of that survey is the following. 
Undergraduate alumni were more aware of the free lifetime placement 
service offered ..... Nearly half of the undergraduates used the 
Placemen: Bui9au as students, with 18% finding their job through 
the serv~ce. 
While the prior research show no correlation between placement and giving, 
the above evidence suggests a strong awareness of the function. 
Job Through 
Placement 
Yes 
No 
N = 
Variable Case 
5-d. Donor 1 
5-d. Donor 2 
5-d. Non-Donor 1 
5-d. Non-Donor 2 
TABLE 1!22 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
73 
215 
288 
25.35 
74.65 
100.00 N = 
27 
133 
160 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 1 
Observed Expected 
If Frequency Frequency 
73 64.2857 
215 223.7143 
27 35. 7llf3 
133 124.2857 
Total: 448.0000 
16.88 
83.12 
100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
1.1813 
0.3394 
2.1263 
0. 6110 
~~. 2580 
Table #2 above shows that fewer of the donor group (76 percent) were 
unsuccessful in use of the placement service for job-hunting than the 
non-donor group (83 percent). Conversely, al~ost 10 percent more of the 
-
donors found jobs through placement than had the non-donors. 
19 
"Survey Results on Students, Alumni", Loyolan Today, (Fall., 1974), 
p. 9. 
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The Chi square test indicates that there is a significant difference 
between the groups on the characteristic of obtaining employment through 
the Placement Bureau of the University. The calculated result of x2 = 
4.2580 exceeds the .05 level of significance with one degree of freedom. 
The p level indicates the probability of exceeding this value of Chi 
square by chance alone, if there are no true effects, is .0391. Thus, 
25 percent of the donors, as a group, found employment through the Place-
ment Service - a positive direction confirming the Chi square test. 
Inclusion of a question on religious preference (#7) reflects the 
paramount position of religion to philanthropic giving. "In general, the 
largest proportion of giving (46 percent) goes to religious organizations, 
f 11 d b d . "20 o owe y e ucat~on ... The Filer Commission reported, "Most notice-
ably, higher income givers give in particular to educational and cultural 
organizations and hospitals while lower income donors give above all to 
religion." 21 Prudence dictated to the researcher the improbability of a 
non-religious person donating to religious causes. Th~ University, through 
personal conversation with the Alumni Affairs office, indicated that in 
the school year beginning September, 1976, approximately 15 percent of the 
student body were Protestants and six percent Jewish, of those indicating 
a religious preference. 
20 
"A Survey of Giving Behavior: Report to Respondents", p.6. 
21c· . . Am . 57 ~v~ng ~n er~ca, p. . 
Religious 
Preference 
Catholic 
Protestant 
Jewish 
Other 
None 
Variable 
7. Donor 
7. Donor 
7. Donor 
7. Non-Donor 
7. Non-Donor 
7. Non-Donor 
N = 
Case 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 
3 
TABLE 1123 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
277 96.18 
3 1.04 
2 .69 
1 .35 
5 1. 74 
----288 100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 2 
Observed Expected 
137 
6 
0 
3 
14 
160 
II Frequency Frequency 
277 266.1429 
6 9.6429 
5 12.2143 
137 147.8571 
9 5.3571 
14 6.7857 
Total: 448.0000 
85.62 
3.75 
0.00 
1.88 
8.75 
100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
0.4429 
1. 3762 
4. 2611 
0. 7972 
2. 4 771 
7.6699 
17.0245 
However, as Table 1123 depicts, of the respondents to the survey, 
96 percent of the donor group were Roman Catholic, while 86 percent of 
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the non-donor group were of the same persuasion. Almost 9 percent of the 
non-donor group indicated that they had no present religious affiliation. 
No members of the Jewish faith were among the non-donor group. 
Thus, with cell collapse necessitated by the potential of less than 
five observations in each of the five original categories, three groups 
resulted, "Catholic", "Other" (including Protestants and Jews) and "None". 
The test of significant differences between the two groups yielded x2 = 
17.0245, a probability value of .0002 with two degrees of freedom. A force-
ful distinction between givers and non-givers, on the basis of religious 
preference, is certainly established among this respondent group. 
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Availability of an alumni club in the area (Question f,f8-a.) and 
membership in that association (Question #8-b.) have shown in other studies 
to have a strong correlation with alumni support. The Simpson-Hirsch 
report states, 
The general conclusions indicate that 'orientation' plus 'involve-
ment' leads to 'commitment'. In other words, an alumnus who is 
intelligently informed of University problems and is involved in 
~tanfor~2affairs is more likely to be a better donor than one who 1s not. 
And HcKee found, "Based on the findings of this study, it is concluded 
that there is a direct relationship between participation in alumni 
23 
activities and financial support." 
Alumni Club 
In Area 
Yes 
No 
Don't Know 
Variable 
8-a. Donor 
8-a. Donor 
8-a. Donor 
8-a. Non-Donor 
8-a. Non-Donor 
8-a. Non-Donor 
228. 
. 1mpson 
Stanford Alumni 
23" K uc ee, 
p. 120. 
N = 
Case 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 
3 
and 
TABLE 1124 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
----
102 35.42 so 31.25 
37 12.84 26 16.25 
149 51.74 84 52.50 
288 100.00 N = 160 100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOH: 2 
Observed Expected Contribution 
If Frequency Frequency to Chi Square 
102 97.7143 0.1880 
37 40.5000 0.3025 
149 149.7857 0.0041 
50 54.2857 0.3383 
26 22.5000 0.5444 
84 83.2143 0.0074 
Total: 448.0000 1. 3848 
Hirsch, "Evaluation of the Effect of Involvement 
Associations' Activities", p. 1.~ 
"An Analysis of :factors ~·Jhich Affect Alumni Support", 
in 
r 
' 
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Table if 24 above depicts an equal number of respondents in both 
groups who didn't know whether or not if an alumni organization of the 
University was present in their community. The surprising fact that more 
than half of each group was unaware of the existence of an alumni associa-
tion could be attributable to several factors. Poor communications on 
the part of the institution, mobility of the alumni, and geographic dis-
bursement of the graduates are all potential answers to the problem. The 
Chi square test failed to establish that a significant difference between 
the groups existed. The percent distribution of responses, within a one 
or two percentage point spread confirms this lack of difference. 
\fuen similar questions - alumni club in your area and' membership -
were queried in the Colorado study the researcher found, "The answers to 
the above two questions gave validity to the statement that alumni who 
are members of alumni clubs are more consistent givers than those who 
are not members of alumni clubs." 24 As Table #25 below indicates, of 
those who were aware of an area alumni club (from Question #8-a), twice 
as many of the donors were members of an alumni organization as non-
donors. 
24 Broms and Davis, "A Study of the Characteristics of Consistent 
Alumni Givers", pgs. 17-18. 
Member of 
Alumni Club 
Yes 
No 
N/A 
N = 
Variable Case 
8-b. Donor 1 
8-b. Donor 2 
8-b. Non-Donor 1 
8-b. Non-Donor 2 
TABLE #25 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
43 14.93 
61 21.18 
184 63.89 
288 100.00 N = 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 1 
Observed Expected 
# Freqency Frequency 
43 34.7143 
245 253.2857 
11 19.2857 
149 140.7143 
Total: 448.0000 
11 6.88 
42 26.25 
107 66.87 
160 100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
1.9777 
0. 2710 
3.5598 
0.4879 
6.2964 
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The Table also shows that of the donors, fewer 'tvho ~..rere aware of the 
organization's existence, were non-members, as opposed to the non-donor 
2 group. The X = 6.2964 was found to have a p at the .01 level of sigui-
ficance. As the Stanford study reports, "The study has shown - perhaps for 
the first time - that there is a direct relationship between the level of 
voluntary involvement and the giving habits of Alumni." 25 This research 
certainly confirms the findings of the other research in the field. It 
also, however, has uncovered, at least among the respondents to this 
survey, that over 50 percent of the institution's alumni are not aware of 
the existance of an alumni organization in their area. 
25 Simpson and Hirsch, "Evaluation of the Effect of Involvement in 
Stanford Alumni Association's Activties", p . .3. 
Other Charitable 
Contributions 
Yes 
No 
N = 
Variable Case 
8-c. Donor 1 
8-c. Donor 2 
8-c. Non-Donor 1 
8-c. Non-Donor 2 
TABLE fi26 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
232 80.56 
56 19.44 
288 100.00 N = 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 1 
Observed Expected 
124 
36 
160 
tl Frequency Frequency 
232 228.8571 
56 59.1429 
124 127.1429 
36 32.8571 
Total: 448.0000 
77.50 
22.50 
100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
0.0432 
0.1670 
0.0777 
0.3006 
0.5885 
Table #26 above depicts the responses and test data to Question 
#8-c. - "Have you contributed to a local charity more than once in the 
82 
past year?" Eighty percent of the donor group of alumni indicated posi-
tive responses and 78 percent of the non-donors also answered affirmative-
ly. The test of significant differences - due to the above similarity -
failed to disclose other charitable contributions as a distinguishing 
characteristic of either group. 
Similarly Question #10-a - Self Employed - failed to establish a 
significant difference between the groups tested. Table #27 does indicate 
a slightly higher percent of the non-donvr group as answering "yes" to 
this question. However, the Chi square results yielded a p = .1655 show-
ing that this distinction between self employment and philanthropy, has 
some significance. It could be surmised from the direction of the respon-
dents distribution that those \vho are self-employed m'iY have a more 
immediate need for money and are therefore dis-inclined to philanthropy. 
Self 
Employed 
Yes 
No 
Variable 
10-a. Donor 
10-a. Donor 
10-a. Non-Donor 
10-a. Non-Donor 
N = 
Case 
1 
2 
1 
2 
TABLE #27 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
35 
253 
288 
12.15 
87.85 
100.00 N = 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOH: 1 
Observed Expected 
27 
133 
160 
If Frequency Frequency 
35 39.8571 
235 248.1429 
27 22.1429 
133 137.8571 
Total: 448.0000 
16.88 
83.12 
100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
0.5919 
0.0951 
1. 0654 
0.1711 
1.9236 
Question #10-b. was based on an observation made in the Colorado 
study, "There was·also an interesting point that 13.5 percent of the 
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givers were retired, as compared to 4.1 percent in the non-givers group." 26 
Since this was not statistically tested by those researchers, it was de-· 
cided to include a question relating to retirement to further explore the 
relationship to philanthropy. As noted in the discussion of Question 
#1-a. above, philanthropic giving tends to increase with age. Table #28 
below indicates that none of the respondents to this survey were retired. 
26
oP CIT, p. 15. 
Retired 
Yes 
No 
Variable 
TABLE #28 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
N = 
0 
288 
288 
o.oo 
100.00 
100.00 N = 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 
0 
160 
160 
Case tf 
Observed 
Frequency 
Expected 
Frequency 
I I II I I NONE I I I I II 
0.00 
100.00 
100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
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"The most important determinant of giving is family income." 27 The 
research conducted by this author did not include a question on family in-
come. Rather, it sought to interrogate respondent's income (Question 
#10-c.) and spouse's income, if any, (Question #10-d.) in an effort to 
probe more completely details of income and philanthropic giving. None 
of the other university-related studies utilized this question in their 
research. Only the Filer Commission study, as indicated above, and this 
research, sought to determine the relationship between income and philan-
thropy. As Filer states, " .... and, least surprisingly but most determin-
ant of all, the rich more than the unrich." 28 
Table #29 below is a display of respondent's income. Ninety per-
cent of the donor group indicated incomes of up to $50,000 annually, com-
pared to 80 percent of the non-donor group. Hare than 50 percent of the 
donor group earned between $20,000 and $50,000 per year, while 41 percent 
of the non-donor group were represented in the same categories. With 
27 
"A Survey of Giving Behavior: Report to Respondents". p. 2. 
28~. . . An . r:6 GlVln[_ln 1er1ca, p. J • 
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6 degrees of freedom, the results of the Chi square calculation supplies 
a p = .0907. While not significant at the .05 level, the strong trend 
represented by the p value gives considerable weight to a differentiat-
ing characteristic between donor and non-donor groups on the basis of 
respondents' income. 
TABLE 1129 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Your Income Number Percent Number Percent 
0 - 7,999 15 5.21 8 5.00 
8 - 9,999 4 1. 39 3 1.88 
10 - 14,999 37 12.85 18 11.25 
15 - 19,999 so 17.36 32 20.00 
20 - 29,999 91 31.60 47 29.38 
30 - 49,999 59 20.49 20 12.50 
over 50,000 11 3.82 8 5.00 
N/A 21 7.29 24 15.00 
N = 288 100.00 N = 160 100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 6 
Observed Expected Contribution 
Variable Case II Frequency Frequency to Chi Square 
10-c. Donor 1 19 19.2857 o. 00!~2 
10-c. Donor 2 37 35.3571 0.0763 
10-c. Donor 3 50 52.7143 0.1398 
10-c. Donor 4 91 88.7143 0.0589 
10-c. Donor 5 59 50.7857 1.3286 
10-c. Donor 6 11 12.2143 0.1207 
10-c. Donor 7 21 28.9286 2.1730 
10-c. Non-Donor 1 11 10.7143 0.0076 
10-c. Non-Donor 2 18 19.6429 0.1374 
10-c. Non-Donor 3 32 29.2857 0.2516 
10-c. Non-Donor 4 47 49.2857 0.1060 
10-c. Non-Donor 5 20 28.2143 2.3915 
10-c. Non-Donor 6 8 6. 7857 0.2173 
10-c. Non-Donor 7 24 16.0174 3. 9114 
Total: 4!+8. 0000 10.9244 
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Table #30 presents the spouse's income. Several interesting patterns 
emerge from examination of this data. Almost 70 percent of the donor 
group respondent's spouses had no income versus slightly better than 60 
percent of the non-donor group. It could be argued then, that 30 per-
cent of donors, as a group, were single income families, while the non-
donors had almost 10 percent more working spouses. It is also interesting 
to note the mode category for both respondent's income (Table #29 above) 
and spouse's income is the $20 - 29,999 annual income bracket. However, 
the distribution of incomes between donor and non-donor groups failed to 
show a significant difference when the Chi square test was applied. 
TABLE 1!30 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Spouse's 
Income Number Percent Number Percent 
0 - 7,999 20 6.94 19 11.88 
8 - 9,999 5 1. 74 6 3.74 
10 - 14,999 17 5.90 5 3.12 
15 - 19,999 17 5.90 10 6.25 
20 - 29,999 22 7.63 15 9.38 
30 - 49,999 5 1. 74 6 3.75 
over 50,000 3 1.04 1 .62 
N/A 199 69.09 98 61.25 
N = 288 100.00 N = 160 100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 5 
Observed Expected Contribution 
Variable Case It Frequency Freguency to Chi Sguare 
10-d. Donor 1 25 32.1429 1. 5873 
10-d. Donor 2 17 14.1429 0.5772 
10-d. Donor 3 17 17.3571 0.0073 
10-d. Donor 4 22 23.7857 0.1341 
10-d. Donor 5 8 9.6429 0.2799 
10-d. Donor 6 199 190.9286 0.3412 
10-d. Non-Donor 1 25 17.8571 2. 8571 
10-d. Non-Donor 2 5 7.8571 1. 0390 
10-d. Non-Donor 3 10 9.6429 0. 0132 
10-d. Non-Donor 4 15 13.2143 0.2413 
10-d. Non-Donor 5 7 5. 3571 0.5038 
10-d. Non-Donor 6 98 106.0714 0.6142 
Total: 448.0000 8.1957 
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TABLE 1131 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Family 
Income Number Percent Number Percent 
0 - 7,999 3 1.04 4 2.50 
8 - 9,999 3 1. 04 1 .62 
10 - 14,999 31 10.76 18 11.25 
15 - 19,999 42 14.58 36 22.50 
20 - 29,999 113 39.24 61 38.12 
30 - 49,999 82 28.47 29 18.12 
over 50,000 14 4.86 11 6.88 
N = 288 100.00 N = 160 100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 4 
Observed Expected Contribution 
Variable Case II Frequency Frequency to Chi Square 
10-e. Donor 1 37 38.5714 0.0640 
10-e. Donor 2 42 50.1429 1.3223 
10-e. Donor 3 113 111.8571 0. 0117 
10-e. Donor 4 82 71.3571 1. 5874 
10-e. Donor 5 14 16.0714 0.2670 
10-e. Non-Donor 1 23 21.4286 0.1152 
10-e. Non-Donor 2 36 27.8571 2.3802 
10-e. Non-Donor 3 61 62.1429 0.0210 
10-e. Non-Donor 4 29 39.6429 2.8573 
10-e. Non-Donor 5 11 8.9286 0.4806 
Total: 448.0000 9.1067 
When the answers to both Questions 1110-c. and f/10-d. are combined, 
the results show a strong association between family income and alumni 
giving. The p level, based on the resultant x2 = 9.1067, is .0585. 
Inspection of the data shows a skewed distribution of donors who have a 
higher family income than non-donors. Seventy three percent of the donor 
group are in the annual family income brackets from $20,000 to over $50,000. 
The same brackets contain only 63 percent of the non-donor group. Converse-
ly only 27 percent of the donor group reported family income of less than 
$20,000 'AThile 37 percent of the non-donors had similar family incomes. 
Combining the results of family income and spouse's income it 
appears that approximately 30 percent of the respondents in the donor 
group had single incomes, and were more highly paid than the non-donor 
group who reported 10 percent more working spouses but had lower over-
all family incomes. 
88 
The test of significant difference between the donor and non-donor 
groups of alumni does show an association between giving and income. The 
data confirms the direction of the association that families with higher 
incomes are more inclined to be philanthropically oriented. 
ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION, HYPOTHESIS I 
The above discussion depicts an item-by-item analysis of the various 
characteristics tested under Hypothesis I. However, by assembling questions 
into families, it is possible to ascertain certain broader trend results. 
Following is a compilation of these trends when clustered under five 
broad headings of characteristics. These headings are: Undergraduate, 
Alumni, Personal, Philanthropic and Economic Characteristics. (Question 
numbers appear for ease of reader reference.) 
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UNDERGRADUATE CHARACTERISTICS 
Questions and answers relating to undergraduate characteristics 
include, in questionnaire numeric sequence, (#3-a.) undergraduate degree, 
(#3-b.) undergraduate college, (#3-d.) major, (#4-a.) attainment of a 
graduate degree, and whether it was from Loyola (#4-b.), attendance on 
a scholarship (#5-a.) , other financial aids (#5-b.) and what type of 
other financial aids were received (#5-c.). 
Of this grouping of respondent traits, only undergraduate college 
was found to reject the null hypothesis of no significant difference be-
tween donor and non-donor groups. The undergraduate portion of the Univer-
sity was split, at the time of respondents attendance, into two colleges -
the College of Arts and Sciences, and the School of Business. Almost 40 
percent of the donor group were graduates of the College of Business as 
opposed to 29 percent of business graduates among the non-donors. Seventy 
one percent of the non-donors were Arts and Science alumni. 
Within this same grouping of undergraduate characteristics, under-
graduate major also appeared to confirm the above information. While re-
sults of the test for difference between the two groups failed to achieve 
the test criteria of the .05 level, it did achieve a p = .1048. Within 
the data relating to this question was found, of all of the various majors 
given and then regrouped into four major categories, the largest per-
centage of non-donors, by major, were Arts alumni. 
Type of undergraduate degree, attainment of a graduate degree, and 
scholarship info~ation appear to have no association to giving based on 
the test for significant differences. 
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ALUHNI CHARACTERISTICS 
Information on alunmi characteristics include, in questionnaire 
sequence, whether spouse was an alumnus of the same institution (#2-a.), 
awareness of an alumni club in the area (#8-a.), membership in that area 
association (#8-b.), whether respondents parents were alumni of the 
insitution (#9-a.) and whether respondents' spouses parents were alumni 
of the institution (#9-b.). Within this group, only membership in an 
area alumni organization was found to reject the null hypothesis. The 
test for significant difference between the donor and non-donor groups 
established a strong association with alumni membership and donors. The 
probability of exceeding the value of Chi square, obtained from the cal-
culation, by chance alone was 1.21 percent. On a percentage basis almost 
t•·lice as many of .the donors, compared to non-donors, were members of the 
alumni organization in their area. 
On the strength of the low Chi square result of the data on respon-
dents', or spouses', parents who were alumns of the institution, it would 
appear that fe•v of the alumni surveyed were "legacy" students at the insti-
tution. Raw data numbers show only 19, of 448 respondents had parents who 
had attended the institution. Respondents' spouses indicated only five 
had attended. 
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Personal characteristics queried included age (#1-a.), sex (#1-b.), 
marital status (ill-c.), U.S. citizenship (fJl-d.), number of children (!12-b.), 
time elapse since graduation (lf3-c.), and religious preference (117.). 
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The strongest association of the research was established by the 
significant difference between donor and non-donor alumni when tested on 
the basis of religious preference. More than 98 percent of the donor group 
expressed affiliation with either the Roman Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, 
or Orthodox religions. On a numeric basis the majority of donor respondents 
indicated that they are Roman Catholic. Of the non-donors, none had affil-
iation with the Jewish faith. Of the almost 10 percent of the non-donors 
who indicated that they had no religious affiliation, many had written 
comments on the questionnaire such as "Former Catholic", "fallen away 
Catholic", or "former R.C.". It appears that some of the current problems 
with the Roman Catholic faith surfaced in response to the question. Having 
a religious preference and philanthropy, are strongly correlated on the 
basis of this research. 
Chronological age, and the time lapse, or years since graduation, 
tended to show an association to giving. Although not significant at the 
.OS level, both show trends which may be important. On year of birth, 
almost twice as many non-donors, as donors, indicated that they were 41 
years of age, or older, at the time of the survey. Similarly on time 
lapse since graduation, almost 40 percent of the non-donors had graduated 
13 or more years ago, compared to only 27 percent of the donors. A 
pattern of the donor as a younger, as opposed to an older graduate, ap-
pears from these responses. This pattern suggests philanthropic support 
up to about age 40, with a great drop off after that age. 
Sex of respondent, marital status, U.S. citizenship, and number of 
children, or family size, were not found to be of significant difference 
between donors and non-donors. 
,... 
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PHILANTHROPIC CHARACTERISTICS 
Had the alumni surveyed contributed to more than one charitable 
organization in the past year (118-c.) or had, to their knowledge, their, 
or spouses' parents contributed (#9-c.) -were questions aimed at estab-
lishing a "giving ethic" in the home. Answers to both questions failed to 
establish a rejection of the null hypothesis. Both donor and non-donor 
groups equally supported other philanthropic requests. It may also be pro-
bable that few people would report, in a mailed survey, that they support-
ed no charitable causes. 
ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 
Data gathered relative to economic characteristics included whether 
the survey respondents' spouse (if applicable) was employed (112-c., 112-c. 
alternate), attainment of employment through university facilities (115-d.), 
self-employment (#10-a.), or retired status (1110-b.), respondent's income 
(1110-c.) and spouse's income (1110-d.). The results of the last two ques-
tions were combined to determine family income. 
None of the respondents indicated that they were retired. There-
fore, the data could be tested. 
On the basis of attainment of a job through the Placement Service, 
a significant difference exists between donating alumni and those alumni 
who do not. More than 25 percent of the donors acknowledged that they 
had obtained employment through the use of University facilities. Con-
versely, of the non-donor group, 83 percent indicated no success in using 
this service for employment. Since the University is multi-campus, and 
since the Placement Service is centralized, rather than dispersed on all 
.... 
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campuses, the association of the placement office with known-donor alumni 
is very significant. The null hypothesis of no difference between groups 
of donors and non-donors on this basis is rejected. 
Similarly the null hypothesis of no significant difference between 
groups must be rejected on the basis of family income. Family income was 
constructed by combining the respondent's indicated income with spouse's 
income, if any. As a characteristic by itself, respondents' income 
differentiation between donors and non-donors was not found to be of signi-
ficant difference at the .05 level but the Chi square result did yield a 
p value of .0907. Income of spouses also showed an inclination toward 
bias in favor of donor participation. Almost 50 percent more of the 
donors, had incomes in the $30 - $50,000 per year income than did the non-
donors. While category by category, spouse's income was evenly matched 
on a percentage basis, almost 10 percent more of the donor's group 
spouses were not employed. This pattern was confirmed by the query as 
to spouses working. Even though it appears that donor respondents were 
families comprised of a sole earner, 34 percent of them had annual incomes 
in excess of $30,000, as opposed to 24 percent of the non-donor group 
with similar incomes. 
The data gathered on self-employment indicated no significant dif-
ference between the groups, and supported the null hypothesis. 
Of the twenty-four characteristics studied under Hypothesis I, the 
test data revealed there were significant differences in donor and non-
donor alumni based on undergraduate college, membership in an area alumni 
club, religious preference, family income and attainment of a job through 
use of the University's Placement service. Since these areas do not con-
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stitute a majority of the characteristics researched under Hypothesis I, 
it cannot be rejected. 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION OF HYPOTHESIS II 
McKee, in his dissertation on attitudes and philanthropic partici-
pation of alumni of Indiana State University made, as his number one 
recommendation for further research, "That a similar study be made to deter-
mine the effect of participation in student activities on alumni participa-
tion and financial support." 29 The recent survey of the institution's 
undergraduate students found, "An overwhelming 87 percent said that they 
did not participate at all or only to a limited extent in, on-campus clubs 
. . "30 Q . "6 or organ1zat1ons. uest1on 1r -a. participation in activities spon-
sored by the student personnel staff - attempted to resolve the question 
posed by the McKee research, even though a majority of current under-
graduates surveyed do not participate in campus clubs or organizations. 
Table #32 indicates that only 22 percent of the respondents earlier 
identified as donors participated in none of the check-list activities in 
the questionnaire. Almost 30 percent of the non-donor respondents indi-
cated no student activities participation as undergraduates. The test of 
significant difference between the donor and non-donor groups supports 
the contention of association between participation, as undergraduates, in 
campus sponsored activities and later alumni philanthropy. The p level 
of .0399 shows the strength of that association. 
29 HcKee, "An Analysis of Factors Which Affect Alumni Support", 
P. 124. 
30 Today, 9. LoyElan p. I, 
I 
S.P.W. 
Activities 
0 
1 to 2 
3 to 4 
5 to 6 
7 or more 
N = 
Variable Case 
6-a. Donor 1 
6-a. Donor 2 
6-a. Donor 3 
6-a. Donor 4 
6-a. Non-Donor 1 
6-a. Non-Donor 2 
6-a. Non-Donor 3 
6-a. Non-Donor 4 
TABLE {!32 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
Number Percent Number Percent 
63 21.88 46 
145 50.34 88 
70 24.31 22 
10 3.47 2 
0 0.00 2 
288 100.00 N = 160 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOM: 3 
Observed Expected 
j' 
,f Frequency Frequency 
63 70.0714 
145 149.7857 
70 59.1429 
10 9.0000 
46 38.9286 
88 83.2143 
22 32.8571 
4 5.0000 
Total: 448.0000 
28.75 
55.00 
13.75 
1.25 
1.25 
----100.00 
Contribution 
to Chi Square 
0. 71356 
0.1529 
1. 9931 
0.1111 
1.2845 
0.2752 
3.5876 
0.2000 
8.3181 
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Table #33 below depicts those activities and the popularity, or fre-
quency, with \vhich each of the groups cited their participation. "Aca-
demic Organizations" was ranked first by both donors and non-donors in 
frequency of participation. 
Activity 
Academic Organizations 
Other Social 
Intramurals 
Social Organizations 
Professional Organizations 
Student Publications 
Student Residence 
Vocational Residence 
Intercollegiate 
Activity 
Academic Organizations 
Other Social 
Social Organizations 
Intramurals 
Professional Organizations 
Student Publications 
Student Residence 
Intercollegiate 
Vocational Residence 
TABLE 1133 
DONOR 
Frequency 
of Response 
104 
82 
74 
72 
63 
34 
27 
18 
5 
479 
NON-DONOR 
Frequency 
of Response 
44 
40 
37 
29 
24 
17 
13 
11 
9 
224 
Rank Order 
by Frequency 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
Rank Order 
by Frequency 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
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Percent of 
Total Response 
21.7 
17.1 
15.5 
15.0 
13.2 
7.1 
5.6 
3.8 
1.0 
100.0 
Percent of 
Total Response 
19.6 
17.9 
16.5 
13.0 
10.7 
7.6 
5.8 
4.9 
4.0 
100.0 
w"hen information from Tables i/32 and f.t33 are combined, and those in 
both groups who indicated no activity participation as undergraduates are 
deleted, this fact emerges: In the donor group, 225 respondents indicated 
participation in a total of 479 activities, a mean average of 2.13 per 
person. Of the non-donor group, 114 respondents indicated participation 
in 224 activities, an average of 1.96 per person. Since this difference 
is so slight, it would appear that the number of activities participated 
in is less a factor than whether the student participated at all. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION OF HYPOTHESIS III 
None of the reported studies in the literature queried the relation-
ship of student personnel worker sponsored services (Question #6-b) and 
later alumni philanthropy. As Table #34 shows, of the alumni in the donor 
group, almost 60 percent utilized the free services provided by the uni-
versity while they were undergraduates, compared to 45 percent of the 
total non-donor group. 
When the data was put into a Chi square contingency form for cal-
culation the resultant was 8.2392, equivalent to a p level of .0163, at 
2 degrees of freedom. The direction of association between alumni donors 
and those using S.P.W. services as undergraduates is given by the use of 
the services by the donor group. 
TABLE #34 
DONOR NON-DONOR 
S.P.W. 
Services Number Percent Number Percent 
0 113 40.97 88 55.00 
1 - 2 133 46.18 55 34.38 
3 - 4 37 12.85 17 10.62 
5 - 6 0 0.00 0 0.00 
N 288 100.00 N = 160 100.00 
CHI SQUARE TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE 
DEGREE OF FREEDOH: 2 
Observed Expected Contribution 
Variable Case f.!: Frequency Frequency to Chi Square 
----- ----
6-b. Donor 1 118 132.4286 1. 5720 
6-b. Donor 2 133 120.8571 1.2200 
6-b. Donor 3 37 34.7143 0.1505 
6-b. Non-Donor 1 88 73.5714 2.8297 
6-b. Non-Donor 2 55 67.1429 2.1960 
6-b. Non-Do:1or 3 17 19.2857 0.2709 
----Total: 448.0000 8.2392 
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Table lf35 replicates the check list of services as they appeared in 
the questionnaire. In both donor and non-donor groups, "Admissions 
Counseling" and "Admissions Orientation" received the highest number of 
respondent responses. Reflecting the information in Question #1-d, 
"International Student Services" received the fewest responses from 
either group. This may be accounted for by two factors. First, the 
University has annually a low number of foreign students - from 110 to 
140 in a given year. Second, the questionnaire did not get to overseas 
alumni or at least few did get it in the mail. 
As in the discussion of Hypothesis II, if the two groups are com-
pared on the basis of use made by the alumni surveyed, 167 donors indi-
cated by frequency of response, 289 incidents of utilization, for a 1.73 
average. The non-donor groups averaged 1.79 when compared on a similar 
basis. Thus, the difference between groups of alumni known to be donors, 
or non-donors, was not so much in which services were used. The difference 
was based on whether the student did or did not make use of the avail-
able facilities. Donors, as a group, were far more inclined to do so. 
Service 
Admissions Counseling 
Admissions Orientation 
Vocational Counseling 
University Health 
Campus Ministry 
Finanical Aid 
Personal Counseling 
Other 
International Services 
Service 
Admissions Orientation 
Admissions Counseling 
University Health 
Vocational Counseling 
Financial Aid 
Campus Ministry 
Personal Counseling 
Other 
International Services 
TABLE #35 
DONOR 
Frequency 
of Response 
61 
54 
48 
37 
34 
24 
23 
6 
2 
289 
NON-DONOR 
Frequency 
of Response 
33 
26 
24 
15 
11 
10 
7 
3 
0 
129 
Rank Order 
by Frequency 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
Rank Order 
by Frequency 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
Percent of 
Total Response 
21.1 
18.7 
16.6 
12.8 
11.7 
8.3 
8.0 
2.1 
• 7 
100.0 
Perceny of 
Total Response 
25.6 
20.1 
18.6 
11.6 
8.6 
5.4 
5.4 
2.3 
0.0 
100.0 
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In Chapter IV, the finding of this study on the characteristics of 
known alumni contributors and non-contributors in relation to three general 
areas were presented. Chapter V will give the summary, the conclusions, 
and the recommendations of the dissertation. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMME~~ATIONS 
SUMMARY - BACKGROUND 
Philanthrophy is a major characteristic of the American people. 
When that force is diminshed, so are many of the society's major insti-
tutions. Private higher education is a substantial recepient of philan-
thropy in America. Yet, few studies have been made regarding the nature 
of those who have graduated from these colleges and universities and 
their philanthropic activities. At a time when university administrators 
might have to decide between elimination of academic or nonacademic pro-
grams, little is known about the value of non-academic programs to later 
benefits the institution might accrue, such as alumni philanthropy. 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
In this research, the relationship between alumni characteristics, 
such as age, sex, income, religion, and so forth were investigated to de-
termine if there were significant differences between those alumni who 
were known to have contributed to the University, and those who had not. 
Also, evaluated were the use of student personnel sponsored activities by 
undergraduates and their later pattern of financial support. Finally, 
this investigation examined the possibility that the use of student per-
sonnel services and later alumni philanthropy were related. 
The lack of knowledge in the field of alumni support to private 
higher education was noted. Points already made regarding the depend-
ence of voluntary support and lack of empirical evidence on alumni support 
were drawn together to form the basis for the need of such research. 
The review of the related literature clearly supported the necessary 
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background for such an investigation. Moreover, the review also demon-
strated the scarcity of published information. 
RESEARCH HYPOTHESES OF THE STUDY 
The following three hypotheses, stated in null terms, were re-
searched in this study: 
I. It is hypothesized that there are no significant differences between 
groups of donor, and non-donor alumni, based on the following character-
is tics: 
a. age 
b. sex 
c. marital status 
d. family size 
e. degree award 
f. college 
g. time elapse since graduation 
h. undergraduate major 
i. religious affiliation 
j. employment 
k. income 
1. parent alumns of the university 
m. membership in alumni association 
n. other charitable contributions 
o. graduate degree 
II. It is hypothesized that there are no significant differences 
between groups of donor, and non-donor alumni, based on their participa-
tion, as undergraduates, in the following student personnel sponsored 
activities: 
a. academic organization 
b. social (Greek) fraternity or sorority 
c. professional fraternity or sorority 
d. other social organizations 
e. student publications 
f. student residence programs 
g. vocational organizations 
h. university sponsored intramural athletics 
i. university sponsored inter-collegiate athletics 
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III. It is, finally, hypothesized that there is no significant difference 
between groups of donor, and non-donor, alumni in their use, as undergraduates, 
in the following student personnel worker services. 
a. admission counseling 
b. admission orientation 
c. campus ministry 
d. personal counseling service 
e. vocational counseling service 
f. financial aids office 
g. international student service 
h. university health service 
INSTRUMENT USED IN THE STUDY 
The instrument used for collecting the data was the forced-choice 
type of mailed questionnaire. The instrument contained questions relat-
ing to characteristics such as age, sex, marital status, income, family 
size and graduate degree. The questionnaire also listed nine student 
personnel sponsored activities. The respondents were asked to indicate 
which, if any, they had participated in as undergraduates. Finally, the 
respondents were asked to indicate which, if any, of the listed student 
personnel services they had utilized as undergraduates. The question-
naire was content validated through the use of a panel of experts in the 
field. The questionnaire was designed to be a test of typical behavior 
of the self reporting, characteristic inventory type. As su~h, its 
reliability was as good as the honesty of response from the participants. 
POPULATION Al'ID SAMPLE 
The subjects of this study were undergraduates of a midwest, inde-
pendent, urban, private and multi-campus university. The population N was 
chosen from the alumni universe on a statistically sound basis following 
narrow limitations. When the N had been established, random stratified 
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sampling was employed to achieve the minimum desired number for statis-
tical application. The resultant sample consisted of those alumni who had 
received degrees at the undergraduate level during the years 1960 to 
1969 from a private, urban and multi-campus university. Questionnaires 
were mailed to 1,029 alumni of the University. Usable responses from 
this number were received from 488 alumni---a 43.5 percent return. After 
subtraction for "address unknown", "received late", and "unusable", the 
responses represented almost 50 percent of the potential population. 
METHODOLOGY 
Each of the questionnaires was coded to identify responder and 
establish membership in the donor or non-donor group. As the question-
naires were returned, the responses were transferred to coding sheets for 
keypunching. A second card had been keypunched in advance bearing the 
code and the identity of the responder. A third card was keypunched 
bearing information on the alumni's donor record. This three-card deck 
was then sorted to yield data in a two way contingency table for Chi 
square statistical manipulation. The information was then fed to a 
computer programmed to yield Chi square results of significance between 
donor and non-donor respondents. 
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SU}~Y OF RESULTS 
HYPOTHESIS I 
In an analys~s of the results of the research conducted on donor 
and non-donor groups of alumni, several factors were identified which 
have an apparent effect on alumni philanthropy. The results are present-
ed under five broad headings of alumni characteristics. 
UNDERGRADUATE CHARACTERISTICS 
The test of significant difference was applied to answers in this 
category relating to type of undergraduate degree, undergraduate college, 
major field of study, possession of a graduate degree, if it was awarded 
by Loyola, financial aids, or scholarships. Of this cluster, only under-
graduate college was found to have a positive association with alumni 
who supported the institution philanthropically. At the time of the 
respondents' attendance, the university had two undergraduate colleges 
Arts and Sciences, and Business. Hore of the Business graduates were 
donors than non-donors. Almost 75 percent of the non-donors were Arts 
and Science alumni. 
In this category, ''undergraduate major" test results appeared to 
confirm the association found above between college and philanthropy. 
Analysis reveals that when all of the majors given by the survey respond-
ents were regrouped on the basis of four major classifications, Arts 
alumni were also the largest group of non-donors. 
Type of undergraduate degree, graduated degree attainment, and 
financial aid or scholarship assistance appear to have no association 
to giving. 
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ALUMNI CHARACTERISTICS 
Solicited for the survey under this classification was information 
on whether spouse was an alumnus of the same institution, awareness of 
I 
an area alumni association, membership in alumni association, and if 
parents were graduates of the institution. Within this group, only 
membership in an area alumni organization was found to reject the null 
hypothesis. The test result established a significant difference between 
donor and non-donor alumni on this basis. The value of the test result 
indicates a strong associatation with alumni organization membership 
and donating alumni. On a percentage basis, almost twice as many of the 
donors, compared to non-donors, were members of the organization in their 
vicinity. 
On the question relating to awareness of an alumni group in their 
geographical area, more than half of the survey respondents indicated 
that they were not aware if such an organization existed in their com-
munity. It appears that those alumni who retain an interest in their 
undergraduate institution, as evidenced by alumni assocation membership, 
also provide financial support of the university. 
Supporting the null hypothesis, no significant difference between 
the two test groups were found on the basis of spouse or parental alumni 
status. 
PERSONAL CHAP~CTERISTICS 
Alumni characteristics which comprise this cluster include age, sex, 
marital status, U. S. citizenship, family size, time lapse since gradua-
tion, and religious preference. 
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On the basis of Chi square test result, the strongest association 
of the study was made between those alumni who were identified as philan-
thropically oriented and had a religious preference. More than 98 percent 
of the donor group expressed affiliation with either the Roman Catholic, 
Protestant, Jewish or Orthodox religions. Of the non-donor group, one 
in every ten surveyed clearly indicated that they had no religious pre-
ference. None of the non-donor respondents were of the Jewish faith. The 
generalized dimension of charity inherent in the religious preferences 
of the respondents was not diminished by this study. 
Chronological age and time lapse since graduation, while not 
statistically significant within the parameters of this study, did show 
a clear trend association. Approximately twice as many non-donors, as 
donors, responded that they were 41 years of age, or older. The time 
lapse since graduation from undergraduate school demonstrated that almost 
one-half of the non-donor group had graduated 13 years ago, or more. 
Close to one-quarter of the donors fell into the same time frame. 
The gender of the respondent, marital status, U. S. citizenship and 
family size were found to be non-significant differences between the two 
groups. 
PHILANTHROPIC CHARACTERISTICS 
Questions aimed at establishing a "giving ethic" were found not to 
be of significance statistically when tested on the basis of significant 
difference between donor and non-donor alumni groups. Answers to ques-
tions about annual charitable contributions~ or parental philanthropic 
patterns failed to establish rejection of the null hypothesis. 
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ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 
Data submitted by the respondents with regard to economic charac-
teristics included spouse's employment, use of university facilities 
to obtain employment, self-employment or retired status, and family 
income. 
More than one of every four donors acknowledged that they had 
obtained employment through utilization of university placement facilities. 
Conversely eight, of ten non-donors indicated that they had not used the 
Placement Bureau. The strength-of association of the use of placement 
and giving is made more practically significant since the university is 
multi-campus but placement is centralized. 
Family income was constructed by combining respondent's income with 
spouse ,.s income, where applicable. Respondent's income, by itself, failed 
to establish significance at the alpha level but tended to indicate more 
than chance association to philanthropically oriented alumni. It would 
appear from the research, that donor respondents were primarily families 
consisting of a sole wage earner. Yet, a significant proportion of this 
group indicated an annual income in excess of $30,000. Almost 50 perc~nt 
more of the donors had incomes in the $30,000 to $50,000 per year cate-
gory than did the non-donors. 
Neither retired or self-employment status indicated significant 
differences betvTeen donor and non-donor alumni. Both failed the test. 
In conclusion, o~ the twenty four persn~al characteristics of 
alumni researched under Hypothesis I, the test data revealed significant 
differences in only five areas--undergraduate college, alumni club 
membership, religious preference, placement facility assistance in job 
attainment, and family income. The null hypothesis must be supported. 
HYPOTHESIS II 
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Participation in student personnel worker sponsored activities, as 
undergraduates, and later alumni benevolence, was found to be associated 
on the basis of the test of significant differences. The null hypothesis 
assumption of no correlation between participation in S.P.W. sponsored 
activities and later alumni philanthropy must be rejected. Almost one-
third of the non-donor respondents to the survey indicated that they had 
participated in none of the activities listed while undergraduate stu-
dents. 
In a gross measure of the number of activities participated in by 
donor and non-donor alumni groups, a trend-pattern clearly is evident. 
Within the donor group, the mean average participation in the activities 
was 2.13 per person. The non-donor mean average was 1.96 per person--
an 8 percent difference. It appears that the number of activities par-
ticipated in is not as significant as a predictor of later alumni philan-
thropy as is whether the student participated at all. 
Similarily, when the responses were rank ordered on the basis of 
frequency cited, the same activities were rated in almost identical order 
by both groups. Almost twice as many donors, as non-donors, were involved 
in three or more S.P.W. sponsored activities however. It would appear 
from the analysis of data that the initia.l determination of later 
philanthropic behavior is in whether or not the student participated 
in the activities available. Further refinement "tvould indicate that the 
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greater the number of activities involved in, the greater the likelihood 
is of later alumni benevolence. 
HYPOTHESIS III 
The null hypothesis of no association between the use, as under-
graduates, of S.P.W. sponsored services, and later alumni benevolence 
must also be rejected on the basis of the test of significant difference. 
It would appear from the data that there is a stronger association be-
tween use of S.P.W. sponsored services and alumni giving than there is 
between participation in S.P.W. activities and alumni donors. The major 
difference between the two groups similarly appears to be related to 
whether the student did, or did not, make use of the available services 
provided by student personnel. 
The rank order by frequency response of both groups, with the in-
verted order of item 113 "University Health" and item #4 "Vocational 
Counseling", being an exception, was fairly identical. However, the fact 
that donors ranked "Vocational Counseling" as 113 tends to confirm the 
importance given the respondents to the use of placement facilities, as 
established in Hypothesis I. The association of giving to use of place-
ment facilities and the ranking given "Vocational Counseling" and its 
correlation to donor alumni appears to be a pattern which is significant. 
~1en the frequency of use by respondents, or incident utilization 
average is calculated, the donor group had a mean incident rate of 1.73. 
The non~donor group had a mean of 1.79. This slight difference reinforces 
the behavior established under Hypothesis II of the critical difference 
between use, or non-use, of the service as opposed to frequency of use. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
1. Based upon the results of the test applied to alumni character-
istics, it beomes apparent that alumni who are members of an alumni organ-
ization are also alumni who support the University financially. This 
strong relationship appears to indicate that if private colleges and 
universities wish to increase their alumni support, they should initiate 
alumni organizations wherever possible. While there are a variety of 
inferences possible, the statistical strength of the relationship between 
giving and alumni organization membership is too strong to conclude otherwise. 
2. A second conclusion drawn from this research is that the role 
of the placement facility is a major force in alumni philanthropy. Both as 
an isolated question referring to obtainment of a job, and as the third 
highest frequency response from donors, the combination of these two 
would indicate that the institution which places emphasis upon aiding 
its graduates to obtain employment will be well rewarded. The research 
does not indicate the size, shape, or scope of such effort. However, 
based on the findings of this research those colleges and universities who 
have little or no such assistance could well reconsider their position. 
Institutions considering reduction of such service might also well con-
sider the ultimate impact of that decision. 
3. This study can be of value to the Alumni Affairs office in 
that its current programs and communication media can be examined and 
compared to the data presented in this study. None of the related lit-
erature has previously examined the relationship of alumni philanthropy 
to the hypotheses presented. Neither has any study reported in the lit-
ill 
erature compared groups of known alumni contributors with known non-donors. 
For example, as established in Hypothesis II and III, the major 
differentiation between donors and non-donors was not so much the fre-
quency of the utilization but rather whether or not they were utilized. 
Early identification of those undergraduates on the basis of involvement 
with the university should allow the Alumni Affairs office a "target" 
group at which future philanthropic campaigns can be aimed. 
4. Similarly, identification of current students who possess 
characteristics of alumni donors might allow the university to expand 
some of its facilities (i.e. placement) and perhaps curtail other areas 
(International Student Services). It is apparent from the study that an 
extension or expansion of Campus Ministry would have a positive effect 
on ultimate alumni benevolence. Those administrative decisions on where 
to put university dollars for maximum effort might be re-evaluated on the 
basis of an alumni value gained dimension. 
5. The motivation behind charitable contributions to institutions 
of higher education similarly needs to be explored and identified. Do 
people give because society or their peers expect them to do so? Do 
alumni contribute because of the economic advantage of the personal in-
come-tax deduction? Does the recognition bestowed on generous alumni by 
the university increase giving? These, and other unanswered questions 
relating to the motivations of philanthropy, similarly can proceed from 
the results of this experiment. 
6. Various departments within the University also can benefit and 
build on the results of the research. The guidance and counseling, and 
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student personnel work in higher education curriculums or specific course 
offerings within those curriculums may be in need of revision. The 
Placement Service, Campus Ministry, and the formation of additional 
alumni organizations also warrant further study and analysis of reasons 
behind their association with alumni donors. 
7. In those areas of the study where statistical significance of 
difference between groups of alumni who donate, and those who do not 
was established, the difference was not in the frequency of utilization 
but in use or non-use. It appears to be a most rewarding -- in the 
sense of later alumni support -- investigation to determine why students 
do not use such services. It may be equally important to determine if 
the services offered are meeting the needs of today's undergraduates. 
The same question appears to be equally applicable to the Alumni Affairs 
office, and the needs of the institution's alumni. 
8. Finally, it is the recommendation of this study that decisions 
which place less emphasis on the total education of the student, in and 
out of the classroom, be re-examined. Powerful statistical evidence 
supports the desirability of a viable S.P.W. organization and alumni 
philanthropy. The institution exists to educate its students in the 
total sense of the word. Education exists outside the classroom, as well 
as inside. Administrative decisions, reliant on the generosity of 
alumni, should reflect a sensitivity to both facets of education. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
1. This study was to some extent, prohibitively costly to the re-
searcher due to the variety of equipment utilized. The use, and lack of 
integration, between data processing systems of General Electric, 
Burroughs, and International Business Machine companies, created un-
nessary expenditures of time and money. Further research should be 
performed utilizing one manufacturer's equipment only. That equipment 
should have the capability to input, store, manipulate, and out-put all 
necessary research design requirements. Such a single system, it is 
believed, would allow the researcher greater flexability in performance 
and verification of the experiment, and the option to pursue information 
as it develops and generates from the experiment. 
2. It is also recommended that this type of research be done on a con-
tinuing basis so as to provide an on-going benefit to the university and 
the Vice President of Student Personnel. It is conceivable to the author 
that an "every decade" alumni survey be conducted utilizing a similar 
design format. This continuing effort would provide valuable continuity 
to the evaluation and evolution of student personnel and/or altwni affairs 
programs. Those services or activites perceived as less than desirable 
by the alumni could be reduced or deleted. Those services or activities 
seen as meaningful by alumni could be bolstered or enlarged. Oppor-
tunities for documentation of accountability would be created. 
3. This research has shown that some areas such as citizenship, retired 
status, spouses' parents alumni, be deleted as questions in the above 
study as having little research value. In their place, questions on the 
relationship pf faculty (both lay and religious) and students, on alumni 
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communications, and a philanthropic donations of time, to ultimate alumni 
benevolence be inserted. The relationship of many campus activities and 
alumni giving remain to be investigated and established. 
4. The final recommendation of this research is the university admini-
strators who read thei study comprehend the very evident contribution on 
alumni donors that college student personnel services can make. In time, 
of uncertainty, and a strong need to reduce expenditures in order to ser-
vice, a short term gain in such expense reductions may be a long run 
disaster for the institution. Students without direction riot. Students 
with intelligent, sensitive and well planned organizations, with ser-
vices designed to fill their needs may give and may give more money. 
Both kinds may become alumni. However, only the latter group may help 
repay the debt for the opportunity to attend a university of excellence 
whose alumni have been the basis for this comprehensive study on Philan-
thropy. 
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APPENDIX A 
HYPOTHESIS I: 
PILOT STUDY 
Undergraduate students who obtained employment through 
university facilities were more loyal alumni donors 
than those graduates who did not use university place-
ment facilities. 
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HYPOTHESIS II: Students who were active on campus also remained loyal 
DEFINITIONS: 
alumni as compared to those students who were not 
active as undergraduate students. 
Active on Campus was defined as membership in an univer-
sity approved campus organization of extra-curricular 
nature. This group included athletic, academic, social, 
professional, publications, volunteer services, and 
student government organizations. 
Alumni, for purposes of this study, were defined as those 
people who received their bachelor's degree from Loyola 
University from the School of Business Administration and 
the School of Liberal Arts and Sciences. 
Donors were defined as alumni who gave a minumum of at 
least five dollars in at least two years of the five 
years studied. 
Loyaltz, for purposes of this study, was defined as con-
tinued financial gifts to the University during the 
period studied. 
LIMITATIONS: 
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The Reriod studied included graduates of the years 1966, 
1967, 1968, 1969 and 1970. Loyola University holds con-
vocations at two times per year - February and June. 
Singular gifts, though of substantial sums, were exclud-
ed since the motivation represented might not be con-
sistent with the study as defined. 
The Lake Shore Campus is located at 6225 North Sheridan 
Road in Chicago, Illinois. The College of Liberal Arts 
is headquartered at this campus. The Lewis Towers Campus 
is located at 820 N. Michigan Avenue in Chicago. The 
School of Business Administration is at Lewis Towers. 
However, the Placement Office of the University, which 
is centralized (meaning all graduates and alumni of the 
University) is on the Lewis Towers Campus. Thus, Lake 
Shore students may be at a distinct geographic and com-
munications handicap compared to Lewis Tower students. 
As explained in "Methodology" the list of individuals' 
campus activities was supplied by the student during 
his or her senior year. It is therefore possible that 
a given student, for a variety of reasons, did not pro-
vide the university with such a list. This would tend 
to make the data obtained minimal; any error would be 
one of underestimating the reality of the data. It was 
assumed that if a student were active on campus, he or 
she would prefer to have that information in the year-
book. 
METHODOLOGY: 
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A computer program was written to retrieve information 
from the data bank in order to obtain the patterns of 
donations made during the five years studied of alumni 
in the two schools. The data included name, address, 
date of graduation, degree, college and donation listing. 
Donation listing included the dates of contributions as 
well as the amounts. From this group, loyal alumni, as 
earlier defined, were isolated. This group was then re-
defined as the control group. For purposes of valida-
tion a similar but non-donor group was chosen. To pro-
vide random sampling, the name of the person immediately 
preceeding a member of the control group was chosen from 
the alphabetical listing of graduates by year, supplied 
by the University Alumni Office. 
As each donor was identified, his or her name, address, 
major field of study code, year of graduation and fre-
quency code were typed on a 3 x 5 file card. This 
facilitated later sort into male, female categories as 
well as major, year, etc. A similar function was per-
formed on randon sample group identified as non-donors. 
The initial sort broke the subject into sub-categories 
of fine arts, liberal arts, natural sciences, physical 
sciences, classics and business administration. The 
total population of 180 plus did not lend itself to 
such precise delineation. By re-grouping all subjects 
into the major headings of liberal arts and sciences, 
business administration, and male-female categories, 
more meaningful patterns emerged. 
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The placement office supplied the basic data of student 
use of its facilities in the years' studied. Hard data 
on actual job placement of undergraduates became diffi-
cult to assemble. Not all students voluntarily provided 
follow-up information on employment. And not all em-
ployers were prompt or thorough in reporting job offers. 
It must also be remembered that the years' studied 
(1966-70) were the peak years for military induction 
and (draft deferable) graduating male seniors were 
thus not available for placement in these years, accord-
ing to the Placement Director. 
With these limitations, use of the placement service was 
defined as those known students who recieved and accepted 
an employment offer as a result of on-campus interview-
ing. Each 3 x 5 card was then sorted into an alphabeti-
cal list by year of graduation. The yearbook for each 
of the five years studied - 1966 through 1970 - was then 
used as the source document for campus activity. The 
activities were written on the reverse side of a 3 x 5 
card as they appeared in the yearbook. This information 
was verified for accuracy by a second research worker. 
RESULTS: 
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A further refinement was to also indicate officer status 
within the organization. A manual count of active versus 
inactive student was made. A second sub-sort segregated 
active male and female students and inactive males and 
females. 
There is no statistically significant correlation between 
the use of placement facilities and alumni contributions. 
As is evident in Table III, approximately 21 percent of 
graduating seniors received offers of employment through 
university facilities. Only 3.8 percent of graduating 
seniors qualified as donors. Hypothesis #1, that obtain-
ing a job through the University would lead to expressions 
of loyalty in the form of alumni contributions, is not 
supported. 
Several patterns appeared to have emerged from the research 
which may have precluded successful proof of hypothesis: 
I. a. Donor gifts almost entirely come from later, as 
opposed to recent, graduates. 
b. Viet Nam and the economic picture distorted both 
the available males and jobs for placement: if 
anything the 21 percent of seniors receiving jobs 
is understated due to the war. 
c. The ecomomic influence of Viet Nam appears to 
have made alumni fiscally conservative. Both 
the uncertainty of the future, and the lack of 
available jobs for young people seem to have 
"dried up" alumni pocketbooks. 
d. The five year period studied did not provide a 
sample large enough for statistical manipula-
tion. 
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Hypothesis II, that students who were campus-active remain loyal 
alumni is supported. Of the alumni donors, while small in actual numbers, 
41.2 percent can be classified as campus-active. Conversely, of the non-
donors, only 21.9 percent were active. Surprisingly, of the students who 
qualified as both "dortor" and "campus-active", 63.5 percent were female. 
The implications of Hypothesis II indicate that a successful fund 
raising campaign could be aimed at those females students who actively 
participated in the non-classroom activities of the university. The 
poorest target, on the basis of the research findings, for successful 
development drives are male alumni who were not active in university 
sponsored activities or organizations as undergraduates. Since 
this survey was conducted at one institution only, the applicability 
of the results are limited. Also, because of the limited applicabil-
ity of a statistic, the results of this study cannot be classified as 
scientific. Furthermore, study in the correlations of alumni donors 
and undergraduate involvement in campus activities seems highly warranted. 
TABLE 36 
DONORS AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL 
GRADUATES 
Years 1966-70 
Arts and Science Graduates Total 3,724 
Arts and Science Donors Total 126 
Percent 3.4 
Business Administration Graduates Total 804 
Business Administration Donors Total 46 
Percent 5.5 
128 
129 
TABLE 37 
DONOR PERCENT COMPARISON BY YEAR 1966-70 
LIBERAL ARTS AND SCIENCE ALUMNI 
Graduates Donors Percentage 
1966 560 34 6.1 
1967 623 32 5.1 
1968 735 19 2.6 
1969 903 31 3.4 
1970 903 12 1.3 
TOTAL 3, 724 128 3.4 
BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
ALUMNI 
Graduates Donors Percentage 
1966 140 15 10.7 
1967 154 9 6.8 
1968 175 11 6.3 
1969 203 6 3.0 
1970 168 5 3.0 
TOTAL 840 46 5.5 
YEAR 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
TOTAL 
TABLE 38 
SENIORS PLACED AND DONORS AS A PERCENT 
OF GRADUATES BY YEAR, 1966-1970 
PLACEMENTS 
SENIORS AS PERCENT OF 
GRADUATES PLACED GRADUATES DONORS 
700 183 26.1 49 
777 172 22.1 41 
910 179 19.7 30 
1106 218 19.7 37 
1071 207 19.3 17 
4564 959 21.0 174 
130 
DONORS 
AS A PERCENT OF 
GRADUATES 
7.0 
5.3 
3.3 
3.4 
1.6 
3.8 
TABLE 39 
ALUMNI DONORS 
& 
CAMPUS-ACTIVE 
TOTAL 
Male 130 
Female 52 
182 
ACTIVE 
Male 42 
Female 33 
75 
OFFICERS 
Male 20 
Female 12 
32 
INACTIVE 
Male 88 
Female 19 
107 
41.2 PERCENT OF TOTAL WERE ACTIVE 
58. 8 PERCENT OF TOTAL ~.JERE INACTIVE 
67.7 PERCENT OF ALL MALES WERE INACTIVE 
36.5 PERCENT OF ALL FEMALES WERE INACTIVE 
32.3 PERCENT OF ALL MALES WERE ACTIVE 
63.5 PERCENT OF ALL FEMALES WERE ACTIVE 
Percent 
71.4 
28.6 
100.0 
56.0 
44.0 
100.0 
62.5 
37.5 
100.0 
82.2 
17.8 
100.0 
OF THOSE STUDENTS WHO WERE ACTIVE Lf2. 7 PERCENT WERE OFFICERS 
131 
TABLE 40 
ALUMNI NON-DONORS 
& 
CAMPUS ACTIVE 
TOTAL 
Male 
Female 
ACTIVE 
Male 
Female 
OFFICERS 
Male 
Female 
INACTIVE 
Hale 
Female 
21.9 PERCENT OF TOTAL WERE ACTIVE 
78.1 PERCENT OF TOTAL WERE INACTIVE 
81.2 PERCENT OF TOTAL WERE INACTIVE 
68.9 PERCENT OF TOTAL WERE INACTIVE 
18.8 PERCENT OF TOTAL WERE ACTIVE 
31.1 PERCENT OF TOTAL WERE ACTIVE 
133 
45 
178 
25 
14 
39 
11 
5 
16 
108 
31 
139 
Percent 
74.7 
25.3 
100.0 
64.1 
35.9 
100.0 
68.8 
31.2 
100.0 
77.7 
22.3 
100.0 
OF THOSE STUDENTS w~O WERE ACTIVE 41.0 PERCENT WERE OFFICERS 
132 
133 
APPENDIX B 
ALIIIII1 QUESTIOIIDIJtE 
(1~ua ca~pleta both aidu) 
1. a) IJrda Dlrte b) S.. c) llarltal. Stetua. _____ _ 
d) U.S. C1tba7 (Yu). ___ _ (lo) ___ _ 
2. a) If ....-184. 1a apaun a LcoJo1a .u-ua7 (Yu) (lo) ____ _ 
II) lllaber c4 chlldrell ---- c) Spouaa .-ployed7 (Taa)_(llo) 
b) eouaaa 3. a) IJIIdelred•t• Depoea AvU'd -mJ -mr nrti'f (binaaa) 
c) Mollth • ,.ar of Depoee AVU'd d) llejc:r 
... a) Haft you race!Yed a Greduata Daara-7 
<Yea) (Jio) (ID procaill 
b) u ,.. • :frclll Loyola? 
(Yea) 
----uroJ 
s. a) Did you attend Loyola GD a acllolarahip7 (Tu) Oio) OD part) 
b) Dld you raceift finaDclal a1d7 (Other thaD a acbolarahtp) 
rro. Loyola 7 
(Yea) -ciiO)' 
c) U ao. what ~7 (LOIIII) (Wark stlidi) (Other) 
d) lb!Ya you obtained a jab 'l:brclulb Loyola's P~c~ s-ica? (Yea) \iiOJ 
6. Please cllack vhicb. 1f lillY• c4 the foUowlna actlY1t1aa you participated 1D 
vb.Ua an UDdarFIIduata at Loyola: 
a) _ Acadtaic OrpDiaatiCD _ Student Jteaidanca Proar-s 
_Social (Greek) Fratendty c:r Sc:rc:rity _ Vocatiaaal OrpDiaatiolla 
_ Prof ... ioDal. I'Ntarait:r c:r Sc:rc:rity 
- Other Social Ol'aaniaatiCD 
Student PubllcatiGDa 
_ UlliYarSity apc:(ID8CINd IDu-a-
..-.1 a'tb.l.etlca 
- Ulli.waity apaaac:red lDt-
coUaaiata a1:bletica 
'·'V 
....... 
.· 
b J Please check which, if my, of the foU011ing student persoanel service: 
:;ou used while an UDder£!'8duate at Loyola: 
_Maission Counseling 
_Adllission Orictation 
_eupus Ministry 
__ Personal Counseling SerYice 
__ vocational Counseling Service 
_rin.ncial Aids Office 
_International Student SerYict. 
_University Health Service 
_Other 
7. Religious Affiliation: Catholic _ Protestmt __ Jewish 
Other (please specify) 
a. a) Is there a Loyola Alumni Cl.ub in your areai ffii') 'lNc)) (Don't Jcnow J 
b) Are you a _member? 
"{"YeS}- {No) 
c) Have you contributed to a local charity (United Fund, COIIIIIIID1ity Chest, 
etc.) IDOI'e than once in the past year? {YeS) {No) 
9. a) Either of your parents Loyola graduates? {YeS) (NoJ 
b) Either of your spouse's parents Loyola graduates? 
'(YeST- . (No 1 
c) If yes to either of above, do they contribute to Loyola? 
{Yes} 
10. a) Self employed? 
Ulo> (Dcii 't lcn9W) 
b) Retired? 
(Yes) ~Ho) 
c) Youro approxilllllte umual income: ...,.,...,.....,,....-
S0-7,999 
$15-19~999 $20-29,999 $30-.. 9,999 
d) Your spouse's approxiJDate annual income: 
$10-14,999 
Fol"'l No. 613P 
Rev. 5176 
$15-19.999 $20:..29,999 
(Yes) (NoJ 
$8-9,999 $10-1 .. ,999 
over$SO,OOC 
$0-7,999 $9-9,999 
$30-.. 9,999 over $50 ,oo: 
ALUMNI QUtSTIONMAIP.!: 
(Please complete both sides) 
1. a) Birth Date b) Sex c) Marital Statu~-------
d) u.s. Citizen? (Yes), ___ _ (Ko> ___ _ 
2. a) If urried. is spouae a Loyola AliiiiDus? (Yas) (No), _____ _ 
b) K\llllber of children ---- c) Spouse employed? (Yes) ___ (No) 
b) Collese 3. a} Undersracbate Decree Avard -uAr """'1BS'r (Arts) (Business. 
c) Month • year of Degree Avard _d) Majer 
II. a) Have you received a Graduate Degree? (Yes) (No) (In process) 
h) If yes. from Loyola? (Yes) ---uroJ 
s. a) Did you attend Loyola on a scholarship? (Yes) (No) -an par-t' 
b) Did you receive financial aid? (Other than a scholarship l 
From Loyola ? 
ffisl (No> 
c) If so. what type: 
{l;Oim) (Work Study) (Other) 
d) Have you obtained a :lob tbroulh Loyola's Plac-nt Service? ...,.,.......--(Yes) ~ 
6. Please checlc which. if any, of the follCIIIinl activities you participated 1%: 
while an undergraduate at Loyola: 
a> _ Academic Orsanization __ Studllllt Residence Prosr11111s 
_Social (Greek) Fraternity or Sorority _Vocational Organizations 
_Professional FraterDity or Sorority 
__ Other Social Orsanization 
Student Publications 
University sponsored Intra-
-- IIUl'al athletics 
University sponsored inter-
-- collegiate athletics 
b) Please checlc which, if lillY, of the following student personnel serviceo 
you used while an UDdercraduilte at Loyou : 
___ Financial Aids Office 
___ Adaission Counseling 
___ Admission Orientation 
_Campus Ministry 
___ Personal Counselinl Service 
_Vocational Counseling Ser•ice 
___ International Student Service 
___ Uni•ersity Health Service 
---~Mr 
7. Religious Affiliation: Catholic_ Protestllllt _ Jewish 
Other (please specify) 
8. a) Is there a Loyola Al\IIIIDi Club in yolir area? (Yes) ""'(NO) (Don't know) 
b) Are you a member? 
"{"YeS~ Uio > 
c) Ha•e you contributed to a local charity (United Fund, CCIIIIIIUDity Chest, 
etc.) more than once in the past year? (Yes) 
9. a) Either of your parents Loyola craduates? ...,..,..._..--(Yes) 
b) Either of your spouse''S parents Loyola sraduates? 
{No) 
Uiol 
~---(No) 
c) If yes to either of abon, do they contribute to Loyola? 
{Yes> {No> (Don't lcDow) 
b) Retired? 
rru> "CYu> {No) 10. a) Self employed? (No) 
c) Your approximate azmual inco-: 1!-::'""'ll"O:::::::-"-
so-7,999 
m:.:19,999 $20-29,999 $3lf.;49 ,999 
d) Your spouse's epproxilllate mnual income: 
$10=14;999 
Form No. 613B 
Rev. 5/76 
$!5--19,999 $20-29,999 
$8-9,999 $10-111,999 
~er li50,000 
$0-7,999 $8-9,999 
$30-119,999 over $50, OOC' 
LOYOLA UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 
OFftCt Of THI CHANClLLO" Ui 
-.. _ 
l.r•'i' 10Wf'N • 820 North ltlichtpn At'f'nW', Oticlll'"·'"'"''n 1)116/1 • (JI !J 610-]IJJ1 
May 21, 1976 
Dear Loyola Alumnus: 
John W. McNulty, foraer Assistant Director of the Graduate School of Buainesa at 
Loyola, ia coapleting his doctoral prograa. In conjunction with his studies, be 
is doin& research on alumni support of private universities. 
Aa you know so well, non-public universities are enabled to aaintain their highly 
i~ortant educational services largely because of alumni involvement and support. 
For this reason, arester knovled&e of the support that graduates give their uni-
versities can be moat helpful to us at Loyola. 
Would you take a few minutes to coaplete the enclosed questionnaire and return 
it to John who joins •e in expreaaing gratitude for your cooperation. 
With every beat wish and prayer for you and yours, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
&--~., 
J..ea F. Maguire, S.J. 
CODE • 
•!lu 
NAME OF' ALUMNI 
OUIC~ER T~[RESE 
GIVING RF'CnRD 
ADDRESS 
1117 WINNETT ROAD. CHEVY CHASND- 20015 
COLLEGE 
89 
YR 
69 101· 
Y I Y I ·y I Y I· Y " v t ., • ., • ., " . . -y I y y y y I· 
TOTAL NU~ Or GirTS TOTAL AMOUNT Or GirTS. 0 
oues·Ho~to-rRE-
'• A) YA OF' BIRTH ., II) SEX F' CJ MARITAL STATUS ~ D) UeS• CITIZEN Y 
. 
2, l) IS SPOU~E A LOYOLA ALUMNUS N B) NUMBER OF' CHILOREif 0 CJ SPOUSE EMPLOYED Y 
l• AJ nERREE . OS · II) COLLEGE A C) MONTH & YR J~N 69 Q) MAJOR CHEM 
----------
•• A) GRADUATE DEGREE Y B) F'ROM LOYOLA N 
---------.. --- -----------
Sa AJ-~CHOLARSHIP IP B) F'INANCIAL AID N C) TYPE OF' AID NA O) JOB PLACEMENT SERVICE N 
6a A) ACTIVITIES PARTICIPATED IN l B) PERSOifNEL SERVICES U~ED 0 
----·----------- -- ... --------------------- -- -------
1• RELIGION NONE 
----------- --· -----·- ----· .. -- - . ---------
Ia AJ ALUMNI CLUB IN AREA OK 8) MEMBER NA CJ COifTR~BuTED TO LOCAL CHARITY N 
----- ·-------------- - ·- -
------------- ._ .. __ 
ta AJ PARENTS LOYOLA GRADS N B) SPOUSESPARENTS GRADS N C) OlD EITHER PARENTS CONTRIBUTE NA 
IOe AJ ~ElF' EMPLOYED N II) RETIRED N C) YOUR INCOME IS/19 0) SPOUSES llfCO~E IS/19 E) CO~BINED llfCO~E 30/38 
• 
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